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A 
D E FE N c E 
OF THE 


Two DissERTATIONS concerning 
the Etymology and Scripture-Meaning 
of the Words Elobim and Berith. 


AM to thank four Gentlemen, vis. 

Mr Profeffor Aboab, and three of my 

- Rev? Brethren, Mr Bate, Mr H 
l[xway, and Mr Moody; who have taken no 
{mall pains to ſhew me what they eſteem 
my errors, and to point out the minuteſt 
defects in my late Diſſertations upon Elobim 
and Berith. I do not indeed fo certainly 
know how far I am to look upon myſelf as 
 unmedaiately concerned in a Diſcourſe on 
the former Word under the title of the 
Chriſtian Plan, &c. becauſe neither my 
name nor my Diſſertations are therein ex- 
preſsly mentioned. But whereas in ſome 
Paſſages of that treatiſe be Rev? and learned 
Author ſeems to have me in his Eye, and 
to point to my late pieces, as particularly 
in p. 26, 83, 86. I judge it is no blame- 
able preſumption in me to ſuppoſe, that, 
beſides 


121 

beſides the other great ends he propoſed to 
himſelf in publiſhing that Diſcourſe, he 
might alſo have my correction and inſtruc- 
tion in his view; and therefore I hope 
I ſhall not be thought too forward, if I 
endeavour to ſet myſelf right in his opi- 
nion, by juſtifying my meaning in thoſe 
Paſſages at which he ſeems diſpleaſed. 

I was for ſome time determined to make 
no reply at all to the three firſt pieces, that 
came out within the year after the Diſ- 
ſertations were publiſhed, conceiving that, 
except the ſingle inſtance of Amahoth urged 
by Mr Holloway, there was nothing fo 
material in the objections offered as to re- 
quire a formal Defence, or a further illu- 

ation of what I had wrote. For I ima- 
gined it might be ſafely truſted to the Rea- 
der of my Diſcourſes, and of thoſe Ani- 
madverfions upon them, to decide the 
Queſtion in debate, upon the evidence al- 
ready brought on both ſides; and that he 
would eafily ſeparate from the merits of 
the diſpute whatever ſeemed foreign to the 
Argument, and related only to my ſelf, 
and my manner of handling the points I 
was concerned in. 

Ir 


= 

IT alſo, in a very ſhort time 
after, that Mr Kalmar, a learned Foreigner, 
undertook of his own accord, and pub- 
liſhed, without conſulting me, a Defence 
of my Diſcourſes againſt each of the three 
abovementioned pieces. Which made my 
replication {till ſeem to me the leſs neceſ- 
lary. 

Bur fince other reaſons have at length 
induced me to change my reſolution, I 
hold myſelf bound to make my acknow- 
ledgments in this place to the faid Mr Ka/- 
mar for his well-intended fervice to me; 
and for which I am the more obliged to 
him, becauſe it came fo freely from him, 
and without any expectation of mine. 
As I have been giving the reaſon why I 
heve ſo long deferred to reply, it may be 
expected that I ſhould now give thoſe 
other reaſons that put me upon altering 
my purpoſe. They were principally the 


two following : 

1. THE publication of two books more 
the laſt year (viz. 1752.) by way of fur- 
ther rebuke for what I had ventured to 
print againſt Mr H--'s Etymologies, alarm- 
ing me with ſuch very ſolemn and im- 
portant Titles, as made it ſeem almoſt ne- 

B 2 ceflary 
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ceſſary for me to explain and vindicate my 
part in the diſpute. The One was intitled, 

THE EVIDENCE for CHRI- 
STIANITY contained in the Hebrew 
words Aleim and Berit flated and defended, 
againſt the repeated Rabbinical Attempts to 
invalidate and deſtroy it, being an Anſwer 70 
Dr Sharp's two Diſſertations, &c. As if the 
proofs for Chriſtianity had been either in- 
duſtriouſſy impugned, or undeſignedly im- 

ired by me. | 

Tur other was a Diſcourſe, which, tho 
the Arguments in it are not expreſsly level- 
led againſt me, it is ſomething more than 
probable, as I obſerved above, was occaſion- 
ed by my firſt Diſſertation. It was intitled, 
THE CHRISTIAN PLAN exh:brted 
in the Interpretation of ELOHIM. As if 
Religion itſelf had been hurt in what I had 
ſaid on that word, by my concealing, or ne- 
glecting to unfold, the Myſtery of human 
Redemption couched under it. 

2. My other motive, to fay ſomething 
at length in my own defence, was this; 
that whereas I had been at my leiſure 
hours (which yet are not many, from the 
variety of buſineſs and ſtudies that I am 
_ unavoidably engaged in) purſuing my en- 


quiries 
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quiries into ſome other capital words in 
Mr H's Scheme, which he and his fol- 
lowers have interpreted in a peculiar man- 

ner; I could not think myſelf altogether 
at liberty to publiſh any thing I might pre- 
pare on thoſe other words, till I had taken 
ſome proper notice of what had been pub- 
lickly, and by ſo many different hands ob- 
jected to my firſt Eſſays of this kind. And 
eſpecially as none had appeared in my de- 
fence fave a Stranger, who wrote under 
diſadvantages, from his not having a more 
perfect knowledge of our language, and 
whoſe Pieces probably (tho' he makes 
many good obſervations) my Opponents 
will affect to diſregard as an inſuſficient 

Reply. 

Bur before I ſpeak to any of their Ob- 
jections that relate immediately to myſelf, I 
muſt previouſly do juſtice to others, who 
upon erroneous ſurmiſes have fallen under 

their cenſures, as being be Authors of part 
of what was publiſhed z in my Name. 5 
AND I ſhould in the firſt place ſet Mr 
Bate right in a point which no body can 
ſpeak to but myſelf. He is pleaſed, -upon 
conjecture, to charge the Appendix as the 
— of one, againſt whom he had wrote 
B 3 him- 
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himſelf, viz. The Author of the Medeſt Apo- 
by, p. 154. I am not indeed able to tell 


him who the Aathor of the Apology was; 
but whoſoever he were, that I may not 
leave him under Mr Bates high difplea- 


ſure, of which he is wholly undeſerving, 


I take this opportunity of aſſuring Mr Bate, 
that the Appendix to the Diſſertations was 
not from the hand of that unknown inge- 


nious Gentleman. And left this Anſwer 


| ſhould not be explicit enough to prevent his 


laying it upon ſome other perſon, I muſt 
further aſſure him, that I alone am to bear 
the whole blame of he ſaid Appendix, if it 
be blameable, as it is purely my own both 
in defign and execution. 

He aſcribes the Addenda likewiſe to the 
fame perſon ; for he thinks (Script. mean- 
ins of Aleim, 166 and 169.) they are 
« wrote with a quite different Spirit from 
% mine, and fo much in the ſtile and man- 
« ner of the Medeſi Apology, that one can- 
« not miſtake the Author. 

Bur as I would neither have him nor 
Mr Nomaine ſuſpect any perſon to be con- 
cerned in theſe Audenda, who is really not 
fo, I muſt make the ſame profeſſion as 
above, — that I alone am anſwerable to Mr 

EReomaine 
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Romaine for what is there ſaid, as being the 
fole Author of that Stricture on his note 
upon Baal-berith ; which I drew up of my- 
ſelf, without being put upon it by any per- 
fon whatſoever. If the ſpirit which Mr 
Bate fancies he ſees in it be an unbecom- 
ing ſpirit, and it ſhould appear to me to be 
generally thought ſo, it would give me 
more uneaſineſs than it can be ſuppoſed to 
give Mr Romaine. 

Mx Bate further ſuſpects that the notes 
were added to the Diſſertations by another 
hand, (p. 137.) tho he does not pretend to 
gueſs by whom they were added, fave that 
he is apt to look upon that in p. 5 5. as 
* coming from the Apolagiſt himſelf, be- 
<* cauſe it is of a piece with that perform- 
< ance, and as it moſt certainly came from 

© one who did not know what he was 
talking about, he therefore believes he 
<« has aſcribed it to its right Author.” 

Now in all this he is again miſtaken ; 
for the Notes are my own likewiſe ; if I 
may be allowed to include in that expreſ- 
on, a few ſhort Obſervations from the 
Arabic interſperſed among them, the ſub- 
ſtance of which, as I — the Reader 


8 1 
in my Preface, I was obliged to another 
perſon for. 
AND the ſame I may ſay of all my re- 
ferences to, and quotations from, other Au- 
thors, excepting a paſſage or two from Guſ- 


ſetius, and Alb. Schultcus his MS. Lexicon, 


and one from the Roman Edition of Marius 


de Calafio's Concordance ; for as theſe books 


were not in my own poſſeſſion, I was un- 


der a neceſſity of making uſe of tranſcripts 
from them, taken by other hands. But 
that Note in particular in p. 5 5. which 1s 
ſuſpected to be the Apolagiſi's, T am bound 
to take altogether to myſelf. And if any 
thing is wrong in it, J alone am reſponſible 
for it. 


ALL . ſurmiſes, I preſume, are 


grounded on my own confeſſion, which 


was not difingenuous, viz. that I had ſub- 
mitted what I wrote to the peruſal and cor- 
rection of Perſons of more Learning and 


Judgment than I pretend to. I ſhall always 


uſe the ſame caution. And, I believe, it 
would have been of no diſſervice to any of 
my Opponents to have done the like. 

I syovr p alſo undeceive Mr Moody, 


tho his ſuſpicions are of a more generous 


nature than the former. He is almoſt 
tempted 
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tempted to think, from a ſimilitude of ſtile 
and reaſoning between the Modeſt Apology and 
the Diſſertations, that I am the Author of 
the Modeſ# Apology, tho the Revi Mr 
Lang ford, he ſays, is reported to be ſo. 

Or Mr Langford I can ſay nothing. He 
is an utter ſtranger to me. Nor do I know 
whether he was the Author, as reported, 
of that pamphlet, or not. But I muſt pro- 
feſs I had no hand in it, nor concern with it. 
Which may ſerve for an anſwer to what 
this Gentleman ſuggeſts in p. 148. where 
he ſpeaks of the Modeſt Apologift as my 
* Friend, if indeed the Modeſt Apolagiſt be 
e any other than Dr Sharp himſelf.” 

have, I muſt confeſs, occaſionally vin- 
dicated ſome ſome paſſages in the Apology, 
not becauſe the Author was a friend of 
mine, but for the fake of the good ſenſe and 
good argument that I find in many parts 
of that treatiſe, tho' I do not undertake to 
anſwer for every paſſage therein. 
Mx Moody indeed has another ſuſpicion 

of a leſs generous nature, and which has 
more of the Caſt of Mr Bates, viz. that 
my Diſſertations owe their preſent dreſs and 
poliſh to my friends. Pref. p. 7. 


WERE 


| phiined by a vatiety 
preffions, ſuch as Yefuitical dreſs * —play- 
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Wt» this deſigned as any compliment 
to my friends, I ſhould not be ſollicitous to 
deny them the credit of any thing that ſeers 
commendable in my manner of writing. 
But as this dreſt and poliſh is afterwards ex- 
of leſs favourable ex- 


fb infiuuations * —want of ingenuity and 


candour &. My Friends, I muſt beg 
leave to tell him, are out of the queſtion. 
And I believe he will, upon recollection, 
make no preat difficulty of aſcribing theſe 
characters wholly to myſelf, who am, in his 
judgment, an egui vocal writer s — having 
a 1 rit oppoſition 9705 
at enflamed i ——and labouring againſt the 
een of ſelfconvictin nx. 
Tursz and fuch-like flowers of Con- 
troverfy have been fo long toffed backwards 
and forwards attiong diſputants, that with 


moſt readers they have loſt their fragrancy. 


And whatever may really be intended in 
ſuch kind of 2 by the perſons 


n BEG Fo. Hips. 
4 5 $ © Paths, 6 P. 81. P. n27. P. 141. 


that 


ment, may ſafely be left to their own ſen- 


Tuzy who read Books with any judg 


tence and determination 


upon the Author's 
mode of writing, 


as well as upon his Argu- 
ment. nee 
that both Mr Moody and I muſt abide in 
reſpect of our manners, as well as our mat- 
Ter. 


An laſtly, I muſt not omit to obviate 


what I publiſhed on this ſubject. "0 
THE Editors indeed of Mr H's Warks, 
had pleaded in their Preface the 
Law of all the Biſhops of aur Church to ex- 
pound the two words in diſpute, 
manner Mr H. had done. 


1 objected 
againſt 


in the 
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againſt ſuch an inference being drawn 
merely from their Silence ; but I never did, 
nor do preſume to fay what their Sentiments 
were or are in this matter, And had 
ſpoke their Sentiments, and was 40.0 com- 
mzfſioned fo to do, he ſhould have paid a 
little more regard, I think, to their Judg- 
ment and Character; and have oppoſed 
for what he took to be the truth, yet with 
leſs indulgence. of his own florid vein for 
controverſial compliments. 

Bur the truth is, I delivered nothing 
more than my 'own private opinion of the 
ſubjects in debate, to which I annexed my 
reaſons, and did both in the beſt manner I 
could, III PII any 
Motives that I in my Dedication 
a ys. 

Ir my Diſſertations appear way Supe- 
riors, hve er in general, to be 
faulty, I am forry for it, and muſt ſtand 
corrected for my temerity in publiſhing 
them. But if they only diſpleaſe 4 few, 
who are in another ſentiment, I am ſorry 
for that too, but do not know that I have 


given 
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given them any reaſon to be angry with 
me. - 
I wisn this Gentleman, and all who are 
embarked in the fame Cauſe, ſucceſs in 
their Studies: And I ſhall be fo far from 
taking offence at any thing they ſhall be 
able to make out, tho it be in ſupport of 
Mr Hs Diſcoveries, by good reaſoning or 
upon any other good authority, that I ſhall 
ſhare in the ſatisfaction they will thereby 
give to all enquirers after Truth. But I 
conceive the quickeſt as well as the ſureſt 
way to prevail in his Defence, next to 
good Argument, is to keep their temper as 
much as poſſible ; and not to interrupt a 
fair examination with expreſſions of reſent- 
ment againſt thoſe who take the liberty of 
arguing with them. 

I thought I had acted no illiberal part 
at the firſt ſetting out, in totally waving the 
diſpute about the Points; and might rea- 
ſonably have expected ſuch a conceſſion 
ſhould have ſome weight in my favour, as 
not being diſpoſed to litigate every thing 
that would bear a conteſt. But Mr Bate, 
p- 13. ſeems rather to reſent this propoſal 
than to accept it; unleſs I will entirely re- 
nounce all authority and benefit of punc- 

tuation, 
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tuation All or none. We can make 
« no compoſition here. We have a right 
te to exclude both Rabbin and Mabometan 
« out of the Diſpute, till they are cleared 
*« of the diſqualifications propounded.” 

I nap alſo, purſuant to this conceffion, 
endeavoured to ſupport a diſtinction be- 
tween certain verbs, &c. by their radical 
letters alone, independently on the points ; 
mentioning at the ſame time my obligation 


Iam « ſo great an Advocate for the points, 
« as even to contend for a Mappic. p. 16. 
Ax p herecommends to me © the learn- 
© ing of the Language by obſervation and 
* compariſon, without paying an implicit 
<« regard to the points, that I may not be 


Habe to be miſguided by Rabbinical po- 
e fitions concerning the point 2 in 
« the final letter of the word rye.” 

Even Mr Holloway affedts a flile which 
I had carefully avoided, and talks of the 
mappicked i, and of my unmappicked roots. 
p- 13. 


Mx Moody ſays, that cho I — 
« to wave the — yet is my obſerva- 
tion 


1 
*« tion built on them, and it is their Au- 
« thority which gives what weight there 
« is to my Ar a P- II. 

Arp the Author of the Chriſtian Plan 
moſt probably had me in his eye, when 
he declared againſt minute diſquifitions about 

ſpecks and dots and Rabbinical inventions, 
I mention theſe paſſages here only to 
| ſhew in how candid a manner they have 
choſen to receive my Argument for the 
immutable N, after I had endeavoured to 
accommodate it to their taſte by diſclaiming 

any advantage to it from what I foreſav- 
would give them offence. For it will appear 
preſently, when I ſhall come to reviſe and 
reinforce this Argument, that, in my way 
of handling it, the Mappic has no manner 
of concern in it; and that confequently they 
had no fort of reaſon for theſe complaints. 

I thought likewiſe that I had expreſſed 
myſelf cautiouſly enough in the little that 
I ſaid upon the Arabic Language in pages 
3» 15> 39, 73 75- One paſfage in a 
note, p. 15. excepted, where I preſumed, 


upon I know not what grounds, that Mr 
H. did not underſtand Arabic. Mr Bate, 


who muſt know the truth of that matter, 


informs 
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informs me of my miſtake. I therefore 
acknowledge it, and retract my ſuggeſtion. 
This expreſſion, I fay, excepted, the reſt, 
I think, amounted to no more, I am ſure 
were intended to mean no more, than that 

there was great appearance of probability 
that ſome genuine Hebrew roots, that do not 
appear in the Hebrew Scriptures, may yet 
be retained in the Arabic, or in any other 
kindred tongue. Nor do I fee that this 
is denied by any but Mr Bate, who fays 
there is no kindred tongue to the Hebrew, 
p. 88. Notwithſtanding the proofs there 


. are that ſeveral of the nations round the 


Jews, viz. the Pbænicians, Syrians, Cbal- 
dans, ſpoke languages which had a conſi- 
derable affinity with the Hebrew. 
Mx Moody owns that the preſent Arabic 
includes the Samaritan, Syrian, Chaldzan 
or Aſſyrian, Pbænician, Aithiofian, Punic, 
and many others, p. 98. He declines indeed 
putting Hebrew into the catalogue ; but I 
believe he will not venture expreſsly to 
exclude it, after the conceſſion he has 
made. 

Mz Holloway ſays, that © it is made 
ec out of ſeveral other Eaſtern Dialects and 
« Tongues ; that Pofel/ in particular at- 


[-Y 


te firms it to be a corruption of the He- 
« brew and Chaldee ; which,” he adds, © is 
<« more than probable, at leaſt in reſpect of 
<« the Dialect now called Chaldee. p. 22. 
Nay, 'tis obſervable that Mr Holloway him- 
ſelf makes no ſcruple to ſearch the Chaldee 
for ſome roots which occur not in the He- 
brew Scriptures, and to reſtore them, when 


he thinks he has found them, to their 


rightful owner the original Hebrew *. 
Now therefore ſeeing the Arabic in- 
cludes the Chaldean Diale&t among many 
others, as Mr Moody acknowledges, and 
is more than probably a corruption of that 
Diale&, according to Mr Holloway, who 
hath alſo diſcovered ſome Hebrew roots 
latent in that Dialect, which are not elſe- 
where to be found; why may not ſome 
other roots originally Hebrew be tranſmitted 
thro' the Chaldee into the Arabic, tho they 
neither occur in the preſent Hebrew, nor in 
the preſent Chaldee ? And conſequently, 
where is the improbability, upon their 
own principles, that in this Medley or 


282 te ſparkle or ſine out. Which indeed occurs not in 
the Hebrew but the Cha/dee. Nevertheleſs it is plainly of He- 
Grew Original, and from it are derived thoſe other Hebrew 
roots R&D and MDA, &c. Originals, Vol. II. p. 142. 


C Hedge- 


with? Yet it ſeems the v 


raiſed a ſtorm upon 


[8] 
Hodgepodge of Languages (or by whatever 
other contemptible name it be called) ſome 
roots, genuine Hebrew, tho' not extant in 
the tongue as we now have it, may be met 


very ſuggeſtion, by 
me, that ſuch a thing is probable, and that 
an dhe with an immutable N, ſaid to be 
found in that language, may be the original 
Hebrew root from whence Elabim came, 
and that this derivation is very ſpecious, has 
the Diſſertations. 
ONE ' ſpeaks of the Doctor s Alcoraniſh 
derivation of Aleim, and of what he inſi- 
nuates of the excellency, uſe, and antiquity of 
the Mahomedan language *.—Of which the 
Doctor is fo flrenuous an Advocate ® —And 
of Mahomed being of eminent ſervice to the 


 Doftor *.— 


ANOTHER * enters his Caveat ogainſt 
the leaſt fireſs that can be laid upon the Tal- 
mud, and his Brother the Alcoran *.—And 
ſpeaks of Attempts to hoſe the Scriptures in 
the confuſion of f drabic, enough to give 4 


Man of ſenſe a furfeit, and to fill the mind 


of a Chriſtian with horror. 


| Mr Moody. m P. 89. i. 0 P. 128 
Pp Mr Bate, 1 P. 13. oP. 3g. - 


A third 


( 19] 
A third ſets forth in his Title-pag 


e the 
abſolute unfitneſs of the Arabic Tongue to give 
8 root to the Divine. Name Elabim f.—And, 
with a mixture of pity and indignation, be 
hears this language (tbe fink of Paganiſm, 
Fudaiſm, and all Hereſies blended together in 
| Mahometaniſm) made at every turn Siſter 
to the Hebrew, yea = its Mother, and 
preferred before it *— 


Ont would imagine from theſe remon- 
ſtrances, that I had laid my main ſtreſs 
upon this Arabic derivation. Whereas theſe 
Gentlemen could not but fee that my ar- 
guments ſtand upon another bottom, and 
hold good againſt Mr H's derivation, in- 
dependently of all that is occaſionally re- 
marked either in the text or notes from the 
Arabic Tongue : And yet it is obſervable, 
that had I really laid a great weight on 
thoſe remarks, there is nothing as yet 
{aid by any of theſe learned opponents, ca- 
pable of removing it. For what they urge 
concerning the recency of the preſent 4ra- 
bic, viz. that it was no language till after 
Chrift ; that the Hebrew is old enough to ex- 
clude it.. That the, Arabic might come from 


* Mr Helloway's Rem. D' p. 33. » Mr Bate, p.go. 
C2 1 


[ 20 ] 

the Hebrew, but the Hebrew could not come 
from the Arabic. —That there was no ſuch 
language in being when Moſes wrote *.— 
Hebrew words in uſe 2000 years, before this 
Dialect is known to have à being v. —And if 
Elohim *—be derived from the Arabic, the 
Arabian tongue muſt have been a language 
before the Creation, &c.—All this ſort 
of argument ſeems to me wide of the 
queſtion, which is not about the antiquity 
or the perfection of the Arabic language; 
but whether there may not be ſeveral 
words originally and properly Hebrew 
mixed with it, as well as Chaldee, Syriac, 
&c. juſt as in the preſent Talian, Spaniſh, 
and French, there is a mixture of many 
words originally and properly Latin? 

I xNow not how far they who are 
ſkilled in the Arabic may be able to make 
this out; but I conceive the point turns 
upon t bis Queſtion only, and will never be 
brought to an ifſue by general declamations 
upon the novelty and uncertainty of that 
language. 

Bu r an expreſſion, it ſeems, has eſcaped 
me concerning the antiquity of Hebrew, 


* Mr Moody, p. 912. » Mr Holloway's Rem. p. 33. 
* The Chriſtian Plan, p. 14. * 
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far ſs pardmable than what I ſuggeſted 


about the Arabic. I have even ſ 

Mr Holloway by preſuming to ſay there had 
been diſputes, and thoſe plauſibly main- 
tained, about the primævity and prehemi- 
nence of the Hebrew tongue. 

He is pleaſed to quote me thus, p. 15, 
“That theſe matters are really diſ- 
5 dls, appears from the diſputes that 
cc have ariſen about them, and are main- 
<« tained with arguments /o plaufible on all 
ce fides, &c.”— Then he adds, 

Arpeidn roten os eos Quytv tpxos odouſuy ; mm 
One would think I had ſpoken nothing 
leſs than High- Treaſon. 

Bur why would Mr Hallaway be fo 
unkind as to ſtop here juſt in the middle 
of a ſentence, to addreſs me with Argedn, 
Sc. before the eres was fairly out of my 
mouth, or the whole meaning of it deli- 
vered ?“ So plauſible” I faid, © on all 
« fides, as may ſtagger a very conſiderate per- 
« {on in his judgment about them. 
Which latter part of the ſentence cor- 


rects what ſeems fo offenſive to him in the 
former : and which, if he had allowed it 
its place in his quotation, would have diſ- 
abled him from drawing thoſe igferences 

C3 that 
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that he does, about every thing being diſ- 
gutable, and no truth certain, becauſe ſome 
have, and others may diſpute every point in 
the World. For by my limitation of the 
plauſibility to the diſputes I was ſpeaking 
of, it is evident, I think, that the Truths of 
| God, and all other commonly acknow- 
ledged truths, are entirely out of the- 
queſtion : Unleſs Mr Holloway will fay, 
which I am ſure he will not, that theſe 
are alſo liable to be diſputed with ſuch ar- 
guments, as may flagger a very conſiderate 
perſon in his judgment about them. —] was 
ſpeaking of a point of another nature; a fact, 
a real queſtion about which the Learned 
are not as yet agreed, as they are about 
ſeveral other points. Nor was it from a 
vague way of talking, or an ambiguous vein 
T bad got into, as he apprehends, but in 
ſobriety and with deliberation, that I ſpoke 
of the particular doubt then under conſi- 
deration. I have converſed 'and correſ- 
ponded with ſome greatly ſkilled in the 
| Hebrew tongue, and holding the Scrip- 

tures in the higheſt veneration, who yet 
have been, I do not ſay doubtful, but clear 
in their opinion againſt the Hebrew (in 
which the Scriptures were writ) being the 


lan- 
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language of Paradiſe, or even the native 
language of Abraham, &c. I have not 
hitherto declared any opinibn of my own, 
but Iam fo far from being prejudiced againſt 
the commonly eſpouſed notions about the 
antiquity of this language, or from being 
diſinclined to take Mr Helhbway's fide of 
the queſtion, when there ſhall appear 
ſufficient evidence on his fide, that I ſhall 
be very glad to find that he can really do, 
what he takes upon himſelf, p. 15. viz. 
ſhew, what he aſſerts, 70 be to this day capa- 
ble of demonſtration. No body will be 
more thankful to him for this, than I 
ſhall : but fill this is dune, I can fee fo fuch 
high crime in merely ſuppoſing it may be 
otherwiſe than he takes it to be. Neither. 
can ſee any room for building ſo great 
ſtructure on the ſuppoſed primævity and 
original prerogatives of the Hebrew lan- 
guage, as Mr Hutchinſon and others after 
him have done. For, to repeat my own 
words in p. 73. which follow immediately 
after the paſſage half 3 — 
opponent, viz.——“ Till they (i. e. the 
points in diſpute about 8 pri- 
e mævity) can be determined with greater 
a precifion, and to more ſatisfaction than 


C4 * 
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« they are at preſent,” (and I may here 
add, nothing rr 


my opponents on this article, that helps 
at all towards clearing it up: See Mr Bate, 
p. 88, Mr Holloway, p. 14, 15, 16. Mr 
Moody, p. 92.) © It will be wiſe and diſ- 
ce creet not to build ftrong on any of them, 
<« 2s on à certain and unconteſtible foun- 
« dation, nor urge them with any warmth 
cor ſtiffneſs.” 8 255 
Tux laſt inſtance that I ſhall give of 
my opponents viſible diſpoſition to quarrel 
with innocent expreſſions, is the uſe they 
have made of an unpleafing, yet not un- 
profitable truth, of which I reminded my 
readers in p. 72. viz. That if we can- 
not with any certainty make out the de- 
e rivation of Elabim, we muſt be content with 
e our ignorance, as we muſt in many other 
points concerning the Hebrew language, 
« which are neither determined in Scrip- 
ce ture, nor by any ſufficient and undoubted 
* authority.” 
Drop this they have agreed to ſet their 
N. B. and to illuſtrate it with their com- 
ments, and to urge it upon me *, as if it 


2 Mr Hollaway, p and Mr Aboab, and 6. 
Mr Bate, * nd 86 & 1 


wer 4 


( 25] 

were m peculiar character or motto, 
© be cones with notine : An expreſſion, 
which, when it is limited to ſuch things 
only as we cannot make out or attain the 
knowledge of, for ſo I uſed it, has,  * 
think, no impropriety in it, and conveys 
no ill ſentiment ; tho, if taken at large, as 

my opponents uſe it, and retort it, it im- 
plies all that indifference, ſupineneſs, and in- 


attention to the terms or words of Truth, &c. 
which Mr Holloway very juſtly inveighs 


IT is, I conceive, in Science, as it is in 
Practice. As we muſt bear with patience 
what we cannot help, ſo we muſt be con- 
tent with our 1 of what we cannot 
wnderfiand. The maxim holds good eren 
in thoſe among us who are moſt 
even in my opponents themſelves. And 
they who have the leaſt ignorance to la- 
ment, have the greateſt reaſon to be con- 
tent with it. 


Bur as for an avowed indolence, or a 


difinclination to improve in ſuch 
as is attainable, it ſhould not be i 
to me, by theſe Gentlemen at leaſt ; for had 
I been of ſuch a dif 


them, and myſelf too, a good deal of trouble : 


But 


— — — a - 
— —— — ˙::··: ern en ct; oe 


aſe. This ſhewed eme 
CD —_— that is incident to the de- 
fire of Knowledge. Nor did I content 


myſelf with a ſuperficial view, but in- 


dulged my curioſity ſo far as to enter into 
the merits of the ſaid diſcoveries in two 
capital points, which are the very vitals, as 
it were, of Mr H's whole ſyſtem. In con- 
ſequence of which attempt, I have been able, 
it ſeems, to ſay ſomething ſo pertinently, as 


to have excited and exerciſed the pens of 
ſo many and fo great adepts in the He- 


brews and Oriental Learning, as my ex- 
aminers and ents are. 


AND that ſomething of the fame inqui- 


fitive diſpoſition is yet left in me, may ap- 
pear by what I am now going to fay to 


them, in further purſuance of what I take 

to be the Truth, and in hopes of clearing 

it up a little more to their ſatisfaction. 
SECT. 
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SECT. II. 


ARIOUS are the | that 
my opponents have tried to dif- 
engage themſelves from the difficulties that 
the diſtinction between the mutable and 
the immutable d, brings upon the etymo- 
logy of Elohim. 

I nap inſtanced in u and , two 
of the four perfect verbs with the N final, 
according to the Grammanans, as univer- 
to retain their N in all 
inflexions and in all their derivatives ; for 
I did not know that this had been at any 
time denied: And the inſtance of a! 
ſeemed of all others the moſt proper, be- 
cauſe it is the very word to whoſe form 
Mr H. had referred Elabim and Ehkab. 
Now let us ſee how they would evade the 
argument drawn from the permanent di in 
this word, 


I. Mx 
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os Ms Aab tells us, p. g. * that aa, 
t altitude, in Ezek. xvi. 29.—xxxi. 39.— 
« and xliii. 13. is inſtead of 721, or is the 
« {ame word, only the i final in theſe in- 
* ſtances is dropp d. 

Mx Bate, p. 14. puts in his © plea for 
te ſeveral . commonly aſſigned 


to 3, in which no 7 is found, that they 


te may be reſtored to their own family, the 


« ſtock of N. 


AND Mr Moody ſays, p. 17. that the 


Lexicegrapbers make three roots for one and 


the ſame idea or image; putting under N21 


all the inflexions that retain the d, and un- 


der the others ſuch as drop it. 


Tur is to fay (for this, I think, is all 
that their ſeveral aſſertions amount to) the 
_ Difionaries are wrong, and they them- 


ſelves are rigbt. 
Ir you aſk how theſe ſuppoſed deriva- 


tives from ua come to be fo 1 


in the Lexicuns, Mr Bate tells you, p. 14. 
« merely, as far as he can l be- 
e cauſe the authors of punctuation would 
© have it ſo. And he is © almoſt con- 
e fident, p. 15. that Dr Sharp is too fair 
e an adverſary to inſiſt upon it, that theſe 
« derivatives abovementioned belong to a 
different root from 7122, merely becauſe 
| cc « the 


[ 29 ] 
« the Dictionaries have placed them other- 
„ wile.” 

Bu r indeed I ſhould not account my- 
ſelf an unfair adverſary, if I really ſhould 
infiſt upon the concurrent authority of the 
Lexicons againſt the conjectures of theſe 
Gentlemen. For thus Mr Bate himſelf ar- 
gues, p. 15. © Put the caſe, (ſays he) 
« that Marius and others had put the ſe- 


e yeral derivatives I appeal to, under un, 


ce inſtead of 23; would not all the force 
« of the Doctors reaſoning from the immu- 
< table d have been entirely overthrown ? 
« 

Now whatever effect this conduct in 
Marius and others would have had upon 
my reaſoning, had they done what he 
ſuppoſes ; the ſame effect muſt the diſpo- 
fition of roots actually made by them, have 
upon the reaſoning of Mr Bate. For ſurely 
their authority 7s altogether as good a- 
gainſt him, as it would have been, in the 
caſe he hath put, againſt me. 

Bur, in anſwer to all my three op- 
ponents, I deſire it may be obſerved, that 
my reaſoning was not grounded on the 
Mappic, nor conſequently on the mere will 
of the authors of punctuation: Neither was 


. 
it grounded upon the ſuffrage of the Dic- 
tionaries in my favour, nor conſequently 
on the humour or of the Lexico- 
grapbers in diſpoſing the roots; but it was 
folely founded on another obſervation, 
CT OI the au- 
thors of the points to mappic the root, and 
11222 
words 23, 23%, &c. in the manner they 
have done, viz.—The viſible preſervation 
of d in N23 (and a few other roots) in all 
inflexions as a verb, and in both numbers 
as a noun, and along with the ſuffixes, 
—a preſervation of it in three circum- 
ſtances, contrary to the commmon rule of 
verbs and nouns ending in N, of which 
there is a great number, and in which the 
N is as tly obſerved to be change- 
able into other ſerviles. By which it ap- 
pears that the 5 in dag (and in thoſe 
other few roots which are excepted from 
the common rule) retains the ies 
of J or 2, or any other of the unchangea- 
ble letters at the end of words; and this, 
I think, is what Mr H. himſelf muſt mean 
when he faid, that the letters in a] are 


radical and ſo formed throughout, Rem. 
p. 37.——The conſequence of which is, 
that 


realy, by giving ſome account af 
_ ; being an anomalous verb, 
rn" 

P k. xxx1. 10. acaltel 
|» XXXV inſtead _—_ 42 
. 5: — 7 

15. Exel 12 > ory a 
1 14. and xvi. Fleas 
Ange BY, en. 23 
fr ——And in Hiphil wan, 
not? 24- like rr D, theperfeRverb, 
| ran eto the anomalous ver, 
Prov. xvii. 19. Wk 83 
. 


L Nr 
4 16. like p, and not 
nam, b. And when the ſervrle 
71 is to be added, it is joined as in perfect 
verde laid, „Kc. 
I,. the thanner in which this verb is 
lee bien account for, 
Lo Ares Power gr 
ſuppoftion of its deing anomalous. 
e en e the 44: 
aud middle radicals 3 and 2, but have not 
the third 7, makes n againſt the na- 
"ture and of this verb, nor againſt 
"the which is the refalt of this 
"formation. In ing the nouns be- 
"longing to the ſame fame claſs, we find Fran, 
mix and the plurals 723, Tnrtan come 
| from ' this verb, and from no 
"other. This is according tothecuſtom and 
of the language. But the bringing 
, and Na and 2, as derivatives 
From the fame root, is not only contrary to 
'all the Lexicons, as my opponents them- 
'felves own, but is, as Mr Moody ſays, on 
another occafion, point blank againſt the 
rule of : And their not at- 
' tempting to give © 2 ſolation of theſe regular 


formations in , and N13, &c. —_ 


[ 33 ] 
the ſame time they pretend the pi is as mu- 
table in theſe roots as it is in their ot in 
| rare, is a pretty good evidence, that it is a 
point too difficult to be explained on their 
principles : And therefore they endeavour 
to ſet my diſtinction aſide ſome other way, 
and urge ſuch further reaſons againſt it as 
follow: 

2. M Moody fays, p. 14. « If 2, 
« which hath the very ſame | 
« as 123, be made a ſeparate root onh, be- 
te cauſe it drops the d, why ſhould not vr 
in two places, Gen. xx. 6.—xxxl. 39. 
< be a ſeparate root from RUN for the fame. 
<« reaſon ?” viz. becauſe the & is dropp d. 

dem is a word of common occurrence 
as moſt in Scripture, and is never, I 
think, wrote without the &, fave in the 
places he cites, in one of which, viz. r ,], 
Gen. xx. 6. he might have ſeen noted in 
the margin & N: Tho in the Somaritan 
Copy the * be expreſſed matron. The 
other, viz. NBNR, "val XXIIi. 39. is the 
very word that Mr Catcott hath picked out 
of the whole for giving the pri- 
mary and radical ſenſe of x A Rea- 


1 See Mr Catcott's Note upon i RON in his an An- 
fwer to Mr Bedford's Obſervations, &c. p. 60. 
| * | 


ſon, 


= 
fon, which tho it has little weight with 
me, ſhould, I preſume, have a great deal 
with Mr Moody, in order to ſecure it from 
the anger of — TR 
from NON. 
Wär Iremark from theſe two 

bs, that altho ſuch occafional omiſſions of 

ſingle letters, even of radicals, are ſome- 
times to be found in our preſent copies, 
yet it doth not appear that they have hi- 
therto made any confuſion among the roots. 
The radical 5 is once dropped in mu, 
Lev. xv. 31. where we have ENT mo- 
nebitis for m, as it is fully wrote 
elſewhere ; and as it is fully wrote even in 
this text according to the Samaritan copy. 
May we therefore conclude that i re- 
ih or Scpate 11 6 pitctioe ? 

Hap there been but one inſtance of 
22 altitude, (tho I ſhall ſhew preſently 
there is nat one under that conſtruction) it 


N 
table 7 was dropp d in writing 721, as in the 
caſe of Vn. Had there been two caſes only 
in which the N was wanting, they might 
perhaps have been as well accounted for, as 
the dm in the two forementioned places. 
But 23 is frequently met with, both ſingle 


[35] 
and ſuffixed, and in circumſtances too re- 
markable to dealt of « ſuppoſition of its 
the N as it were by accident. 
13) khkewife is ſo often wrote, and the 1 
fo often retained againſt the rules of zmper- 
feet verbs, that it cannot reaſonably be 
judged the root of any derivative that drops 


the 7. 

IT is however | xt , that 
the enen of u in min, the it be only 
twice made in more than 600 writings of 
the word, ould be thought by Mr Man 
of ſo much conſequence, as to tempt him 
to ſay upon it, Which ſhews, in my 
ce humble opinion, that we really want 
< other rules beſides thoſe as yet laid down, 
RE EET mn 


which 23 ſhall be as certainly deemed to 
be under NJ, as his two inftances of 5 
are deemed to be under x9n %: And I be- 
lieve he may look long enough for ſuch a 
rule before he finds it, while other people 
will think there is no occaſion in the world 

to enquire after it. 
3. Mx Aboab obſerves, © that N is a 
Taha as well as the 3, and conſe- 
* quently 


— 


— — EIIEY 
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<« quently can have no 


above 
« others.” p. 11.——Doth it follow that 
N is never radical? Or that it is not as un- 
changeable in ſome words when radical, as 
thoſe other letters are, which are ſtiled ra- 
dical in oppoſition to ſervile, as N, U, d. 
= 


WHrarT is meant by its having no pre- 
beminence above other ſerviles, I do not 
know. It hath its peculiar properties, 
whereby it is, through obſervation, diſtin- 
guiſhable from other jerviles, and in parti- 
cular from 3, to which it is here repreſented 
parallel. J in the place of the firſt radical 
is frequently dropp'd. , in that ſituation, 
zs immutable like 7 or x. It is not, indeed, 
in that ſituation diſtinguiſhed by the term 
zmmutable ; becauſe, as it is never change- 
able there, no ſuch diſtinction is neceſſary. 
And what ſhould forbid its being as immu- 
table /omet:mes, when radical in the end of 
words, as it is always in the beginning of 
them when radical there ? That it ſuffers 
no alteration from the prefixes, is a mark 
of its unmutability in the beginning of 
words. And when, in like manner, it 
ſuffers none from the poſtfixes, and ſtands 
its ___ in all inflexions, this is equally a 


mark 
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mark of its immutability in that ſituation 
alſo. And upon this is founded its unmuta- 
bility in the end of the verbs called perfect, 
as NA, Na, ND, where this property of 
it is diſcovered. I do not add din here, 
becauſe it is one of the ana aryoune, The 
general rule indeed is, that d at the end of 
roots is changeable : But theſe are a few 
exceptions to that rule. So the general rule 
is, that 5, when it is the firſt radical, 
keeps its place, like y, 9, , &Cc., Yet this 
admits of one exception, viz. MP7, where 
the 5 is dropped when the word ſignifies 
to take. This Mr Bate himſelf gives notice 
of in his Grammar. But altho' he ſpeaks 
in the ſame place of N being frequently 
dropped when radical as the ) is, he takes no 
notice of the inſtances where N is never 
dropped, as in the beginning of roots 
univerſally, and in the end of ſome which 
are ordinarily given by other Gramma- 
rians , as exceptions to the mutability of 
this letter in verbis quieſcentibus tertid ra- 
dicali N. 
Wu therefore, Mr Bate ſays (Scrip- 
ture- meaning of Aleim, p. 15.) © And tho 


2 Quatuor ex hoc genere excipiuntur quæ N ſervant & re- 
gulariter flectuntur. Buxe. Gram. & al. 


D 3 5 


IF) 
« and 3, when radical, are often dropped 
« or changed; yet if it be by rule, and you 
ec can ſhew authority for it, words ſo varied 
_ « are deemed of the fame root; as for in- 


« ſtance, N is deemed of the ſame root 
« with 798, tho the d is by rule 
* able into h. This doth not at all af- 
fe the preſent queſtion : Becauſe it may 
be as truly and juſtly ſaid, that in fome 
words d and 3, when radical, are never 
dropped or changed : And when you can 
ſhew authority for this exception to the 
common rule, words whoſe radicals are fo 
invaried are deemed of the fame root ; as 
for inſtance, 7122, the participle is deemed 
of the fame root with N cum N immuta- 
bili, becauſe the N in exception to the ge- 
neral grammar rule, is not into 
Jod as it is in „3, and other anomalous | 
verbs in which the N by rule is changeable 
into . 

4. Mx Bate, p. 15. produces two places 
where N21 and N21 are, he ſays, the ſame - 
And adds, he could produce more to ſup- 
port theſe, but thaſk two he ſuppoſes may 
ſuffice for the x VIZ. 

Hz finds, * Low xiv. 9. yyy n tran- 
* flated * um by one, and emrmentia 
c ocu- 


— 


te jn the letter Nag  Derſa eorum 
« ulis, which is a pretty plain proof that 
« gaR1214 in one place is Dem of the other; 
tc tho in the one the 7, as in a number of 


< inſtances, when in regimine is changed 
« into H.“ 

I think the proof can ſcarce be plain even 
to himſelf, becauſe he has laid it fo ob- 
ſcurely before his readers. He ſeems to 
take u in Lev. to be ſingular, and yet 
ſuppoſes it the fame with Nun ſuffixed in 
Ezekiel, which he allows in his appeal to 
Pagnin's verſion to be plural. He has 
found ane that interprets it by /upercihium. 
But the Sam. copy reads it MAJ. LXX ras 
oÞgus. And all the antient verſions have it 


plural. Theſ. Pagn. Supercilia, and the in- 
terl. verſion renders it by eminentias oculo- 


rum. And perhaps the interpreter by emi- 
nentia, referred to by Mr Bate, meant it 
in the plural neuter for partis eminentes, 
and not as he takes it, for the part high over 
the eyes. The context likewiſe directs to 

D4 the 


is Ma, the van, the characteriſtick of 


| [49] 
plural number. He ſhall ſhave all his 


the 
_ « brows.” Hence we ſee that the reading 


the plur. feminine being ſuppreſſed. To 
which the Lexicons agree. 

Ir is the fame plural feminine in E- 
2ek. i. 18. as appears by its being joined 
with ut. Canthi corum pleni, &c. The 
rings, viz. of the wheels were full of eyes : 
where our verſion ſeems better than Pag- 
nin's by Dorſa eorum plena. Theſe rings or 
fellows of the wheels are called in the be- 
ginning of the verſe 17921 the maſc. plural 
ſuffixed. And Da in 1 Kings vii. 33. 
And this laſt is the word wrote D723 in 
Ezek. x. 12. in which as R. Dav. fays 
deficit od fignum pluralis. The application 
of it here is to the backs of the living crea- 
tures. So that MR5D2 rn in Exel. i. 18. 
and x22 P7123 in Ezek. x. 12. prove 
nothing more than that they both come 
from 23; one from the maſc. 23, the 
other from the fem. dag: but are no 
proof that the noun itſelf comes from the 
verb, the root M22, or hath any relation to 
it. 


- is 


(4 ] 
I is not denied but there is Y from 
che root ran, fignifying altirudb eu. Bzek. 
XXXi. 14- 5 there is W123 altitude A "ih. 
ver. 10. But theſe are both in the 
number, neither is the N changed in ei- 
ther: For none will ſay, I preſume,” that 
7 is part of the ſuffixes D or N in theſe 
inſtances, after having examined daa with 
ts derivatives in all their inflexions and 


Anp thus far I have 
their own conſtruction of 23, i fignif-ing 
the ſame thing with 723, which all theſe 
Gentlemen aſſert +. But, if we enquire 
words, we ſhall find the ſenſes of them to 
be ſo diſtinct and different from each other, 
that ſameneſs of fignification ought by no 
means to be urged, as it is by my oppo- 


nents, as an argument for placing them 
under the fame root. 


223 or 22 is @ bunch, or fwelling ; any 


Juperficies that is protuberant and 1 
Hence the Latin Gibbus. And Gibboſus an- 


ſwering to N, Lev. xxi. 2. It is applied 
tothe back of animal creatures or forms, as 


a 5. 9. 0 And Mr !7dy, 


being 
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being mote or leſs convex ſurfaces. Thus 
in J xii. 12. En doſe votre. Quic- 
quid in corporibus eminet,.— n heaps 
of clay. And this is the ſenſe of Mr Bates 
as applied to the Ait of the ling 
creatures, Enel. x. 12. 
IT is applied to the prominent or raiſed 
ave the back of ſhields ; Job xv. 26. 
22D n the boſſes of bis bucklers. 
IT is to an arch or vault, and is 
therefore render d formx. Ezeh. xvi. 24, 
31, 39. viz. The three places in which 
Mr Abeab * interprets it by altitudo. Our 
tranſlators indeed have render d it in all the 
three paſſages by eminent place in the text. 
— e 


b 

Ir is alſo applied to the lower projec- 
tion or ſettle of the altar a²]⁊¾˙ 2, Ezet. 
alin. 13. which is the other place quoted 
by Mr 4bozb, in the ſenſe of altitude ; yet 
the word in this paſſage evidently doth not 
mean the height of the altar. Our verſion 


P. 9. 


IT is further applied curvature rotarum: 


and twice in Baek. i. 18. 
» Kings 33. and tics in Exek 58 
In all theſe places which have been quoted 
againſt me, the conſiderate reader will, I 
apprehend, find a ſenſe in 22 ſafficient for 
the diſtinction of it from the root and claſs 
of 
r 
in one place it ſignifies agri, in the other 
agricole, He will have this to come from 
M2, the d being dropped, and the Jed 
prefuxed, P. 18, He obſerves, that © the 


6 = earth 


[44] 
3 
« earth is kfted up in plowing and dig- 
« the idea of terram colentes with 723 or 
« 21 high, exalted, &c.” I do not know 
indeed how far ſome connection may be 
culti with that given by 224 or 20, from 
the furrows, ridges, or gibbous form of cul- 
tivated, arable lands. But if 25 can be 
brought to this root 222 with any degree 
of probability, yet it cannot be carried. fur- 
ther, or brought under 722, till it can be 
firſt proved that 23 is a derivative from 
H likewiſe makes xn foſſa, lacuna, 
palus, another derivative of the fame claſs. 
Surely not from the fignification of high, 
exalted, &c. but from that of curvature, 
which, in this caſe, is to it. 
ſerved in other words a little out of com- 
mon rule *, but none where it is otherwiſe 
ex himſelf diſtinctly on this article; 
nor am I aware what he means by in- 
ſtancing in hy, unleſs he wrote, or meant 


P. 16. 


to 
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to write . : And then the inſtance will 
be of the ſame ſpecies with V which fol- 
| lows, and is taken from Elb. vi. 9. But 
the radical N is no more preſerved in theſe, 
than it is in vr, Judg. xi. 31. The 
radical N is dropp d, and the ſuffix W is 
Hs next inſtance den in regimine 
is no more to his purpoſe. The final 7 in 
ſuch maſculines is never changed in regime. 
But this neither proves that it may be re- 
tained or dropp'd at pleaſure, nor that it 
ever is retained in the plural number, or 
Z 
in the verbs abovementioned, and many 
others. And why may not the 7 in In, 
DL, uns be part of the ſuffix alſo? For 
ni drops its N when the ſuffix i is added to 
it as in , Job v. 24. And tho Yau fingly 
is the more common ſuffix to a noun, yet 
there is an indiſputable inſtance of M with 
a noun derived from a perfect verb, N 
Nah. ii. 4. And why may not the 11 
which we find at the end of nouns with 
the final d, be of the ſame fort? 


P. 16. + Ibid. 


Ip 


tetained 


146 
I x the numderleſs inſtances which 

Mr Bate ſays may be found in Marius, be 
indeed of the fame kind with thoſe which 
he hath produced, as he ſays they are, they 
vill be of no ſervice to his cauſe. 

He brings no inſtances, as he ought to 
have done, (and no doubt would have 
done, could he have met with any ſuch) of 
verbs from which plural participles with 7 
may be formed : None of nouns 
in n from words whoſe N is at any time 
changed. He even owns , that excepting 
S733, 722, and one feminine plural 
r he doth not 
know any other inſtance in the Bible of 
plural nouns preſerving the d. And he 
owns that 723 retains the d in more of its 
inflexions than any other word, and in ſome 
which no other word does +. In which 
confeſſion he ſays more in behalf of the 
_ Immutable N, than he has been able to ſay 
againſt it. 

Ax upon the whole it doth not appear 
but dan in the Hebrew is left in as full poſ- 
ſeſſion of its immutable N, as it is in the 

Syrzac and Aravic languages. 


®'P. 3G. + P. 15, 16. 
Lua 


= 


191 

her inst of ie 
ſame kind in N31. This is d againſt 
only by Mr Moody : Who remarks in the 
firſt place concerning it, p. 18. that © what- 
_ © ever the final 7 may be, the 3 is not im- 
ce mutable.” Upon which he aſks= IF 
« the firſt radical may be dropped, and 
rr muſt the 

« dropping the final ſo materially affeQt it 
ce as to deſtroy its identity? 

LET him aſk the fame queſtion con- 
cerning the roots 19, 53, 3, , £23, in 
all which the firſt radical is ſometimes 
dropp'd, and yet the roots remain the 
fame ; I fay, let it be aſked, how it hap- 
pens that the dropping their final radicals 
would fo materially affect them as to de- 
ſtroy their identity? Or, if he thinks it 
would not deſtroy their identity, how he 
would diſtinguiſh one from another, when 
both the and laſt radicals were away ? 
But 723 tho' it ſometimes drops the 3, as 
all theſe roots do, yet it is found like them 
never to drop its laſt radical d, and there- 
fore 7 pertains to its identity, as much as 


J, Y, D, „ or pertain to the identity of 
the roots aborementioned. 


I nAD given 


Tas 


141 

Tux caſe is different in the roots 7115, 
, 733, dos, m, i, and 11, in all 
which, tho' both the firſt and laſt radicals 
are ſometimes dropped together, yet the 
identity of the roots is preſerved by the mid- 
dle radical, known to ſtand between defi- 
cient or mutable letters. And there is, I 
think, but one root of each ſort, or of the 
fame middle radical, thus circumſtanced; 
that is, there are no other roots in the lan- 
guage of the ſame middle radicals ſtanding 
between the ſame deficient or mutable ini- 
tials and finals. And therefore theſe roots 
are 1 tho only one radical re- 
„ ſo with 
any other roots as to occaſion uncertainty 
or confuſion. But this could not be ſaid 
for 5333 if its N were mutable, for in that 
caſe it would interfere both with ny and 
Nan, roots of another in 

AGAIN let the queſtion, with a finall 
difference, be aſked with reſpect to the 
laſt-mentioned verb 737, viz. If the laſt 
radical may be dropped, and the root re- 
main the fame, why muſt the dropping 
the firſt radical (which is likewiſe ) ſo 


materially affect it as to deſtroy its identity ? 


And yet it doth: for the firſt d in 7237 is 


As 
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a3 immutable as the laſt d in dn, tho the 
laſt 51 in dad is as liable to be dropped as 3 

y, Ws 
Mr Moody (p. 19.) puts —_—_ 
viz. © Whether the d 1s not 
NN, the light of them, Joel i. 10. * 
te tit. 15. For, ſays he, I have as good 
* right to ſay that tn is a ſuffix here, as 
* it is made by M. de Calgſio the ſuffix to 
* 23 in Dm, Ezek. x. 12. 

I THINK not. Becauſe in this laſt 
word the Jod is dropped in writing. It is 
r viz. „3: with the pro- 
noun ſuffixed Eiva23, as it is otherwiſe 


wrote; with the characteriſtic of the plu- 


ral ſuppreſſed, mag; as was ſhewn 
above. Whereas D723 in Joel is a ſingu- 
lar noun ſuffixed, and anſwers to the fin- 
gular Nag altitudo eorum, Ezek. xxxi. 14. 
from dag: where M. de Calaſio would not 
fay that it is a ſuffix to Ja, nor conſequently 
hath Mr Meody any right to fay it of a pa- 
rallel uſe of 723 when ſuffixed in * in 
the ſame manner. 
Bo r, ſays Mr Moody (p. 2 e the 
« truth of the matter, in my humble opi- 
nion, is this; that the Lexicon- writers 
** have treated this root as they have 22, 
E and 
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« and the reſt; made many independent 
t roots of one primary root.—They place 
« under 5123 the inflexions which preſerve 
e the d, and under d and NIN thoſe in 
« which it is dropped.” 

Bur can it be accounted for how it 
ſhould come to paſs that thoſe inflexions of 
this root in which the N is retained, and 
which the Lexicographers put under 72) 
ſhould akvays be found to carry the ſenſe 
of ſplendere, and never to ſignify dolore af- 
fei, or meditari? Their pretended arbi- 
trary manner of ſorting theſe inflexions 
cannot give them the meaning they carry 
in the context ; but it is their meaning m 
Scripture that points out their diſtinction as 
made in the Lexrcons. So that it is evident 
I think that the Lexicographers did not pro- 
ceed upon Mr Moody's ſuppoſed rule, but 
ſorted theſe verbs according to the fignifi- 
cations which they bore in the ſeveral paſ- 
fages in which they occur. And if it be 
found in fa&, to which I appeal, that the 
is never dropped, but is retain'd in a! CA 
inſlauces, which are many, when the word 
fignifies fo tine, as 723 the verb in Ka. 
doth; and that it is not alas retained 
(nor otherwi ite retain'd than is uſual in 0 


perf ect 
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perfect verbs) when it fignifies to grieve, 
or to meditate, &c. as Ny, and nan verbs 
in hal do, then it appears that 133 to ſbine, 
from its immutable 7 is a perfect verb, and 
not of the fame root with ny and man, 
whoſe N is occaſionally dropped after the 
form and uſage of. imperfeR ct verbs. 

To which I ſhall only add this further 
obſervation as an argument to prove that 
d and dum are diſtin and independent 
roots, as the Hebreu-Dictionary-Mriters 
have made them, viz. that they are uſed 
as ſuch in the Syriac language: In which 
the d in dag remains unchanged in all in- 
flexions, and before all fes; while the 
final d in Man is repreſented by & and is 
conſequently changeable. 

Mz Moody indeed is pleaſed to conceive 
that the 1 may be preſerved in daa, and in 
that word only of the three, becauſe the 
full image (or primary idea of all the 
three words, which is light and its opera- 
tions) 1s there given, and is from thence 
transterr d to the other branches of the 
root, p. 19. 

Bur are there any other inſtances to be 
given to ſupport this conceit from verbs 


7 ending in d and preſerving their 7 under 


E 2 their 
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their firſt or radical ſenſe, and dropping 
their 73 under all the ſecondary ſenſes in 
which they happen to be uſed ? 

TIF there be, he muſt at length acknow- 
| ledge an immutable N in certain words, un- 
der their radical expoſition. Which he will 
not care to do. 

IF there be not any other ſuch, then this 
conjecture about cu] muſt appear inſignifi- 
cant. And the rather, becauſe i it ſucceeds 
fo ill in the explanations given of the tranſ- 

ferr d ſenſes of | to the other ſub- 
jets. For tho there be an affinity in the 
letters between 71 and d, as there is be- 
tween luces and lugeo, yet what connexion 
is there in ſentiment between /ght and 
grief ? No more than between darkneſs and 
The tumultuous agitations of the 
mind *, which he makes analogous to the 
buſtle made by the rays of the fun in a 
multiplicity of reflexions is equally the 
property and the deſcription of every hu- 


Light and its operations namely as it iſſues out 
from the orb of the ſun, ſtrikes againſt any thing in its 

* way, and is thence reflected, and by frequent reflexions 
makes that buſt'e and agitation which we call /p/exzor. 
And thence it is transſerr'd to tumalt and agitation in 

other things, as grief, and fo forth, which ſtrike, ſmite, 
"mn 6— IRS IIs CIs" P. 19. 


man 


| LS. 
man paſſion or perturbation of mind, and 
ſuits ſome of them better than it ſuits 
greef. 
NE1THER is the transfer * of 
to the arch of the mind in meditation 2 
reflexions are common to both) more 
happy. For meditation, as commonly un- 
derſtood, is a calm ſedate progreſs of 
thought, and not a fumultuous agitation of 
reflexions, or a hurry of the imagination. 

Ir the ſerviles + in other inſtances make 

out the original image of the root in no 
clearer a manner, and to no better effect, 
than thoſe in dy and dim make out the pri- 
mary image in dn; or make ſuch kind of 
alterations in, and variations from the origi- 
nal idea, as grief and meditation make in 
and from the idea of light or ſplendour, we 
ſhall not receive much improvement from 
their aſſiſtance in this reſpect, or be able to 
make any certain uſe of their conjunction 


| ® « $6 to meditate, which is an act of the mind ſimilar 
«© to the act of light in ſplendour, where the action and re- 
„ien is repeated till ſame image or, Ec. is formed.” 
. 
. to make out the ori- 
- or ſome alteration in, or variation from, the ori- 
* ginal image or idea.” P. 19, 20. 
E 3 with 


= — 
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anpl mt of mary tha, be could produce, 


he gave 


ment; for I muſt be indulged the liberty 
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with the radicals for this (imaginary) end 
and purpoſe. ED 
Tur laſt inſtance that is brought againſt 


che unchangeable 171 is amaboth : which 
hath at firſt ſight the appearance of great 


weight and propriety. But when Mr Hol- 
way, who firſt prnSuren it againſt me, 
took the liberty of ſaying, that it is one ex- 


thereby no advantage to his argu- 


of replying, that, as I do not know of ſuch 


another example in the whole language, I 
muſt be allowed to believe there is none, till 
he ſhall be able to produce one. 


WHrarT makes this inſtance fo ſingular 
in its kind, is the changeable d in one 
number, (for in all the places of its occur- 
rence in the ſingular with ſuffixes, the N 


is conſtantly changed into v) and the im- 


mutable N without variation in the other. 

Mx Mecdy ſtates the fact very inaccu- 
rately when he ſays, that ryrw retains 
« and drops its N at pleaſure, as the reader 
« will find by conſulting the Concordances,” 
for whoſoever ſhall conſult them, with 
more attention than he appears to have 
done, will find that the reſervation of the 
| Fl in 
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n in the plural is univerſal and not occa- 
fional ; by rule, and not by chance, or ad 
libitum. Every plural of te when it fig- 
nifies ancillæ is MmMIR. And every plural 
of de when it ſignifies cubiti is MAR. 
Every fingular of MOR ancilia, fo far as 
appears, hath the N ſervile, while every 
inſtance of its plural hath N radical and un- 
changeable. Which diſtinctions are pre- 
ſerved with ſo much uniformity, that they 
cannot reaſonably be interpreted a retaining 
or changing the letter N at pleaſure. 
Tux queſtion then, and the only one 
that properly ariſes from this peculiar uſage 
of the word, is, whether MR be the 
ſame word, and from the ſame root with 
the ſingular de? For tho' it may be a 
rare thing, it is not an unprecedented thing 
in the Hebrew tongue, for a noun in the ſin- 
gular to be matched in the plural with an- 
other of a form ſomething different, tho 
in ſenſe the ſame or nearly ſo. 

Tus it is in moſt other languages as 
well as the Hebrew. As there are words 
which are uſed only in one number, ſo there 
are inſtances of certain words (commonly 
reputed the fame words) whoſe plural 
characteriſtics do not rightly and gramma- 


E 4 tically 


becauſe we find theſe 


ancilla mea, in Job xxxi. 13. is given in 
the 


[56] 
tically correſpond with their forms in the 
fingular. Thus in Heb. na fie hath no 
other plural than mh, which is the regu- 
lar inflexion from 132 or dun, tho neither 
of theſe nouns now occur in that ſenſe in 
the ſingular ppoſed to be anly 


- tho' Nu is fu 
2 contraction of the former. 225 cor hath 
no feminine ſingular, but its plural is both 


_ maſculine and feminine: while the fame 


word contracted hath both maſculine and 
feminine fingular, 0 and na5, and yet 
hath no other plural than the feminine 
Mad. 

AnD this is the more likely to be the caſe 
of amabath before us, as there is ſo little 


reaſon to doubt that there were originally 
two words in the Heprew nearly of the ſame 


ſigr viz. 8 one with 
3 the other with an immutable N. 


very words, under 
this diſtinction from each other, are yet 


retain d in the kindred tongues the Syriac, 


Chaldee, and Arabic, 
Tux Chalaze expreſſes the former with 
the ſervile 7 by MR, ROK, and REN ; 
and the latter with the radical , by nTa8 
and RN. Thus, for inſtance, N 
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the Targum by Nr, which is evidently 
the amab with the immutable 73. 
Tu Arabic expreſſes the former by an 
ama from the root w or WR. © Serva 
« facta fuit, ancilla evaſit. Unde hu an- 
« Silla, i. e. ut Arabes explicant 19925 


« ponjtur ef 71 libra.” Hotting. Smag- 
p. 121. But it expreſſes the 


by an amab from the root JAR, in 
which the N never varies. 
AND it is from hence that the learned 
Schulteus deduces MMR „ ancille. 
His words tranſcribed out of his MS. Lex. 
are, 

„Arup Arabes thema TOR cum iſto 7 

mobil ſervatur cum duplici uſu fic ſatis 
“ apto ad conditionem ſervilem inde dedu- 
« cendam. Primo enim e itur a Gloſ- 
<« ſographis fædere addixit, unde MAR no- 
<« {trum ſonaret addictam in peculium, pecu- 
e iarem ſervam. Alter uſus eſt præcepit 
<« injunxit; unde iterum poſſet accipi tan 
22 perſona cut quid precipitur & 
« mandatur.” “ 

Ix ſeems then by the beſt judgment 
that can be made from theſe lights, that the 
preſent Hebrew dt ancilla, in which the 
"is 


( 53] 


nis changeable, is the former of theſe, 


viz. Ama, but retain'd only in the fingular. 
And that MmMBER is from the other amab 
preſerved now, in Hebrew, only in the 
plural * 
Ir it be aſked whether amaboth is found 
in Scripture to ſignify at any time menial 


maid ſervants, or female attendants upon 


compa#t, according to the ſenſe above given 
of the root amab, as diſtinguiſhed from the 
* Wurn Kimchi, ſpeaking of NNN, ſays, « Teſt ſignum 


2 generis, di autem verbi cadit, quod tamen ap- 
s paret in plurali,” he ſeems to have thought the noun 


fingular was originally 7MNR, with both radical and ſer- 
vile, the former of which was dropp'd in this manner in 


the ſingular, and was recovered in the plural. But as there 
are no other inſtances of the radical d. being intirely ſunk, 
or indeed being at any time dropp'd, this opinion, I think, 
wants ſupport, tho" Pagnin quotes, and ſeems inclined to 
follow Kimchi in it. 

Ir has been alſo obſerved, that the Samaritan copy of the 
Pentatench in thoſe places where the Hebrew has amahoth 
reads amoth, (as Gen. xx. 17. VP inſtead of YNNNN. 
and Deut. xii. 12. EPY/TNX inſtead of DIYNTNR ) omit- 


ting the iT as in the fingular ; whereby it would ſeem as if 


the preſent Heb. copies were redundant in that letter. But 
the conſtant retention of the iT in fix other places in five dif- 
ferent books of Scripture, as well as three in the Law, 
leaves no room to doubt, but it always made a part of the 
word: Unleſs we chuſe rather to ſuppoſe that the Jer al- 
ter d their copy to prevent ambiguity, (as ſhall be quickly 
explain'd) than that the Samariters alter'd theirs for the 

| other 
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dther ama, bearing a more ſervile ſenſe; 1 
cannot ſay there appears any ground, from 
the uſe of amabeth, for ſuch a diſtinction 
of ſenſes in Scripture. But as the root amab, 
according to Schulteus, ſignifies præcepit, as 
well as Federe addixit, the plural of a noun 
derived from it, as obtaining the former 
ſenſe, will be of equal extent with the noun 
derived from ama. And the words ſeem 
uſed in both numbers indifferently to de- 
note what is more commonly expreſſed by 
dot and MNaw, viz. Women ſervants, or 
female attendants in general, whether dond 
or free. And therefore probably the true 
reaſon of preſerving the uſe of amaborh, 
might be only to diſtinguiſh the word in 
the plural when it denoted ancillæ, from 
the ſeveral amoths that came from the root 
DX, or N. r being from thence 
not only the plural of De mater, but of De 
natio, rr 


Bur 


+ Tuis conjecture at the firſt fight ſeems to give great Cl 


- countenance to a ſappoſition of Mr Bate's in p. 17. viz. that 
the i is retain'd in EI/TM?N, * becauſe otherwiſe it would 


© In deen unavoidably confounded with 2/58 the 
D cal of Nu. oo 


Bu r there is a plain difference between the two caſes. 
d is not ſaid to form its plural irregularly for diſtinftion's 
ſake, 


1 60] 

Bur whether this be the true reaſon 
why the facred writers uſed amabeth for 
ancillæ, or not, yet the ſact being that d 
mutable is found in the noun ſingular, and 
not in the noun plural, where it is con- 
ſtantly retained, the inference will be, if 
made according to the rules of the language 
in other caſes, that the fingular and plural 
are from originally diſtinct nouns. For in- 
ſtances of this we meet with in the lan- 
guage. And tho' there be no other in- 
ſtance exactly parallel to this in reſpect of 
the different powers of d in the two num- 
| bers, yet this cannot with any reafon or 


ſake, as he ſuppoſes Elabim formed, but there being two 
roots of the ſame ſenſe, a noun from one is ſuppoſed to be 
uſed in the fingular, and another from the other, to be uſed 
in the plural for diſtinction's ſake, becauſe otherwiſe WR 
would have been unavoidably confounded with no leſs than 
three nouns of different ſenſes, making the ſame plural. 
T Uſage, quem penes arbitrium, &c. is, I think, an an- 
{wer ſufficient to ſuch queſtions as follow, viz. Why might 
not MIR as well have been uſed in the ſingular as NMH 
in the plural? To what purpoſe was it to uſe m for an 
cillæ, there being another word of the very ſame meaning? 
Pm is the reading of the Samaritan copy for NY in 
the Fews copy, Gen. xxxi. 33.) Why ſhould there be theſe 
two different roots fo very like? And the likeneſs being ſo 
great, is not the difference imaginary ?—— To this laſt I 
preſume I might further anſwer in the negative, from the 
apparent different inflexions of the two forts of roots. 


propriety 
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propriety be urged as an evidence that the 
d in the plurals Elabim and Gebobim come 


there by chance, or by mere uſage without 
any regard to the immutable N in their ſe- 
veral fingulars, and in the verbs from 
which they deſcend. For theſe are points 
already eſtabliſhed, as well as moſt excep- 
tions from rules are, vig. by as many 

examples as are needful for the purpoſe. 
No body will ſay that the deflexions of 
wa which are diſcordant from all rules of 
inflexion, do therefore deſtroy all thoſe 
rules, or render them altogether uncertain 
and infignificant : Or that the extraordi- 
nary inſtance of 5 dropped in rh when it 
ſignifies accipere (an inſtance which falls 
not under any rules about anomalous verbs) 
is an evidence that no rules about defective 
verbs are to be truſted to. l ſhould in- 
deed have excepted Mr Bate in what I have 
juſt now ſaid, becauſe he lays it down in 
his Grammar, that the rules about defective 
words are trifling and unneceſſary, p. 13. But 
in the mean time I cannot help obſerving, 
that there are ſome of his own rules or 
maxims which are ſet aſide by this very 
noun which I have been conſidering. He 
tells us, for inſtance, (p. 9. of his Gram- 
5 3 mar) 
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mar) that © 11 18 dropped 22 before the 
plural termination feminine; as NAIW a 
e chariot, M) chariots.” 
Bur now we find that 53 is not only 
ſometimes changed before the plural ter- 
mination feminine (for we have /Nh and 


Thee as well as M22 from 722 pars) but 
that in ſome words it ſtands its ground in- 
Ari in that poſition, for we have 
MMA “* and i +, and more particu- 
larly our preſent word Minas . ſeveral 
times: Which are inſtances fo oppoſite to 
all the rules concerning the ſervile d, as 
ſhould never eſcape the Grammarian's at- 
tention and notice, whether he can aſſign 
the reaſon of ſuch a peculiarity or not. 
Do the whole then, this diſtinction 
_ I ventured to ſuggeſt (Diſſertations, 

. 11.) would prove deciſive againſt Mr Cat- 
5 s derivation of EY from dx jurare, 
Sc. does not appear, as yet, to be ſet 
aſide. The attempts to overthrow it have, I 
think, done it no diſcredit, as they are 
made chiefly from mere conjectures that 


Dar. viii. 3. Fer. xvii. 2. Zeph. i. 16. Deut. 
viii. 52. + Tfaieh lix. 9. t Gen. xx. 
17. and xxxi. 33. Dent. xii. 12. 2 Sam. vi. 20, 22. 
Fob xix. 15. Ex ii. 65. Neb. vii. 66. Nah. ii. 8. 


the 
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the roots are wrong divided, and by con- 
founding the roots which the learned in the 
language have hitherto held as diſtinct from 
each other. And as to amaboth, Mr Hal- 
lIrway's caſe in point againſt the diſtinction, 
it is found to be only another inſtance of 
the ſame diſtinction, viz. That as the N in 
Elabim is a proof of that word being de- 
rived from an dx with an unchangeable 
d, and not from D jurare, in which the 
Nis changeable; ſo the d in amabeth is a 
proof that befides the 128, whoſe 5 is mu- 
table, there is another de diſtinguiſhed 
from it by an unchangeable d, from which 
the plural noun takes its form; tho' the 
roots of neither of theſe nouns are found in 
Scripture. 
Tux reader may if he pleaſes conſult 
Mr Kalmar on the fame ſubject, in his 
reply to Mr Holloway. —— 
WnarT I had advanced was no new 
diſcovery, but had been the opinion of 
good critics before Mr H's time. The 
fame is obſerved in reſpect of the word 
Elabim in other dialects of the Hebrew, ex. 
gr. in the Syriac (which hath not been 
mention d before) in which we find π⁹π/. n 
Deus meus, FOR Deus tus, dN Dii. 

SB CT. 
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SECT. Ill. 


EF ORE I enter upon the other points 
in diſpute, I am obliged to take no- 
tice of an ed remark or two upon! 
my inconſiſtency with myſelf : © By my 
e undermining my own arguments, and 
< betraying the foundation of that effential 
« difference between de and doe which = 
<« I had contended for.” (Mr Bate, p. 24.) 
And by quoting the Rabbins © who derived 
hte from dhe juravit (as I had ob- 
* ſerved Dzf. p. 3.) and who ſlighted the 
« diſtinction between the mutable and im- 
« mutable N, as of no conſequence.” 
Mr Moody, p. 14. | 
T uxI«sõ is true indeed of thoſe Rabbins I 
| ſpoke of, and yet I hope it will be no pre- 
judice to the diſtinction itſelf. It is true 


likewiſe of all thoſe other writers who have 
followed 
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followed them in this etymology ; and yet 
it ſhould not have been objected to me, 
who have not adopted this derivation, or 
ſpoken of it any where as being agreeable 
to my own ſentiment. 

AGAIN, That I myſelf © forget or 
flight this diſtinction, when I take fo 
* much pains to prove that bg, to fear, 
may be deduced from bx, Gad. (Mr 
Moody, p. 15.) «© Which is giving up the 
% main part of the diſpute, and unawares 
te allowing that the words are the ſame.” 
(Mr Bate, p. 67, 68.) ; 
My meaning in that digreſſion (as I ex- 

preſsly told my reader, Diſſ. p. 60.) was 
only to try how far ſuch a ſuppoſition would 
weigh againſt Mr C's ſuppogjirion, which 
ſeemed to me a derivation not fo well ſup- 
ported, upon the whole, as that was. All 
that I aimed to prove (and it required not 
much pains to prove it) was that © fancy in 

< etymologies muſt not be too much in- 
e dulged, nor a ſtreſs laid even on plauti- 
_ © ble conjectures, Sc. D. p. 61. 

Mr Moody thinks it alto © pretty re- 
% markable, that after I have been labour- 
ing to prove that Ale does not ſignify to 
* to ſwear, I thould by way of compromiſe 


1 give 
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« give up my pra, and allow that Aleini 
« may be deduced from Ale, becauſe God 
« fare unto Abrabam.” P. 78 and 53. 

Burr if he will be pleaſed to review the 
paſſage he refers to with a little more care 
than he read it, I am perſuaded he will diſ- 
cern his miſtake in this reflection. 

Tur conceſſions which I made in this, 
as well as in the former inſtances, are 
merely hypothetical, and upon Mr Hs 


principles, not upon my own. The profeſſed 
drift of my whole undertaking was to thew 


that among the ſeveral derivations of Eh- 
Lim from Alah, that which Mr H. and 
Mr C. eſpouſed was the leaſt promiſing. In 
order to ſhew this, I confidered the root 
in the different lights and ſenſes in which 
it had been taken by others; and I repre- 
ſented that of fwwearing or confirming by oath, 
as the moſt dart ful and indefenſible ſenſe 
of the word: And what is more, that jup- 
poſing it were a true ſenſe, and the only 
true ſenſe of the word, yet it would not 
anſwer their purpoſe to prove an oath ta- 
ken by the Divine Perſons before the creation 
of the world, becauſe the derivation of God's 
name from Alab, jurare, might be other- 
wile accounted for, vis. from the oath and 
cove- 
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covenant that He made with Abrabam and 
his ſeed. See Diſſ. p. 75, &c. 

AND this way of arguing from another 
perſon's principles, in order to diſcover a 
miſtake, an uncertainty, or an inſufficiency 
in his concluſions from them, is, I think, 
always accounted fair and juſt *. And the 
effect of it is oftentimes conſiderable, as 
will perhaps be found in the preſent caſe, 
from the variety and inconſiſtency of the 
anſwers, which my arguments ex hypothefs 
have drawn from my ſeveral Examiners. 

For having finiſhed the article concern- 
ing the immutable N, I proceeded in theſe 
words : 

x this is not the only objection to 
e the conſtruction of Elohim preferr'd by 
« Mr C. There is another obvious one 
« arifing from the different ſenſes that the 
verb don in SS. is ſuppoſed to bear: 
And from the doubt whether the ſenſe 
given by Mr C. be preferable to that of 
e adjuring, which has tempted others to 
e aſſign this root, as he does, to R178.” 
(Dif. p. 11.) 

* Me Masch uſeth it himſelf, p. 24. © Thus far, ſays he, 
* have been arguing fro the Doctor's conceſſions and ex- 


planation of the word, whereby it appears that 3 
„his premiſes, his conſequences will not follow.“ 


ES - AND 
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 AnD then I endeavour'd to ſhew at large 
that this ſenſe of binding others by aqjura- 
tion, and under penal ſanctions to the per- 
formance of certain conditions, was both 
agreeable to the uſage of the word in Scrip- 
ture, and was (I had faid in one place inac- 
curately enough more proper to derive 
the name of God from, for which I am 
reprimanded ; therefore I ſhall here uſe an- 
other of my expreſſions in p. 14.—And was) 
that ſenſe of Elah on which the propriety 
of the etymology is by others founded. 

Now let us fee what reply is made to 
my propoſal of this conſtruction as the bet- 
ter of the two. 

Mx Aboab, p. 40. allows that © the 
* oath expreſſed by Alah, may be conſi- 
_« dered under the idea of impoſing upon 


te ones felf or another, an obligation to 


E perform or not perform ſuch a thing.” 
Mz Bate grants that the word may 
e be underſtood, and in ſome texts muſt 2 
te be underſtood in the ſenſe of adjura- 
e tion, whereby one binds another to the 
e performance of a thing by the ſanction 
of an oath; meaning by ſanction the 
« curſe which i is the penalty of an oath.” 


P. 28.—— And that was my meaning of 
ſanction too. 


Mx 
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Mz Moody ſays, p. 43. that he © does 
© not exclude the ſenſe of adjuring, de- 
* nouncing or pronouncing a curſe, &c.” 
See more to the ſame effect, p. 7. © As a 
« verb the word ſignifies 20 ſwear, adjure, 
cc &c. PET, 

Tuus far then I think three of them 
are agreed that 198 may, and ſometimes 
dees, ſignify what I ſaid it did. And it 
ſeems at firſt ſight as if Mr C's aſſertion, 
that Alah as a verb, ſignifies to confirm 
« by oath; as a name or appellation, a 
« fwearer to a Covenant; as a noun an 
„ oath, and that it ALWAYS occurs in 
« $S. in this ſenſe.” Serm. p. 8. (which aſ- 
ſertion was one of the things againſt which 
I excepted, and which I endeavoured to 
diſprove) I fay, it looks as if this aſſertion 
was given up by theſe three Gentlemen as 1n- 
detentible. 


Bur the author of Chriſtian Plan, 


aware, I prefume, of the conſequences of 
this conceſſion, cites Conr. Kircher *, and 
Avengrius , for a fignification of the verb, 


- Adjuravit ad aliquid addita imprecatione mali, obliga- 
vit ſe juramento ad aliquid. Kircher's Concord. ſub. f: N. 
Clriſlian Plan, p. 19. | 

+ db dejeravit, obſtrinxit /e juramento ad aliquid cum 
imprecatione mali, c. Chriſtian Plan, p. 20. 

1 whereby 


© 
whereby the ſenſe of adjuring others ſeems 
to be totally excluded. 

I was apprized by Mr H. in his remarks 
(p- 67. his own Edit.) of this conſtruction 
of Kircher's : But I judged it of little con- 
ſequence, becauſe none of the texts he pro- 
duces under this verb, ſpeak his ſenſe of it. 
I examined them all in the Dzſertations, 
and ſhewed that they could not be con- 
ſtrued in any other ſenſe than that of 
 #Zopudco Or apzoue, the two words under 
which he ranges thoſe texts himſelf. And 
this will more fully appear when I ſhall 
come to re- examine the ſaid texts. In the 
mean time I muſt obſerve, that K7rcher's 
opinion not ſupported, or rather contra- 
dicted by Ale, the texts he cites himſelf 
ſhould not be eſteemed of any weight 
againſt me. Neither ſhould that of Avena- 
7715, if I ſhew that it doth not comport 
with the uſage of the verb in Scripture *. 


Mr 


* Txs author of the Chrifiian Plan further obſerves, 
that the learned Aug. Pfeiffer treating of the ſeveral 

Kinds of oaths in his Autig. Eby. wholly omits, as Lightfoot 

had done, the name of the ALE. 

Tunis induces him to ſuſpect, as thoſe authors chiefly cite 


— eddoooons have kept this 
kind 
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Ma Moody indeed tells me, that © to 
* make my argument concluſive, I muſt 
prove that Alab is confined to the ſenſe of 
« of giving or adminiſtring an oath, ſince, 
« if it may fignify taking an cath, it may 
e ſignify what Mr H. and Mr C. render it, 
* 70 confirm by oath.” P. 22. 

AND may I not reply that Mr H. to 
make his argument concluſive to the pur- 
poſe of his etymolog gy of Elahim, ought to 
have proved that Alab is confined to his 
ſenſe of taking an oath, fince if it may fig- 
nify giving an cath, it may figniſy what 1 
have render'd it ? And the conſtruction of 
adjuring will be at leaſt as 3 as 
Mr H's of fwearimg ?2 

Ir Mr Moody will be pleaſed to turn to 
p. 12. of my Diſſertations, he will fee that 
what I undertook upon this article, was 
only to ſhew another ſenſe of the word, 
equally confiſtent with that of Mr C. in all 
the places to which he (Mr C.) referr'd 
for his interpretation. Which tho' it 
« would not fo eſtabliſh the one ſenſe, as 


kind of oath out of ſight, left it ſhould ſerve the Chriſtian 

cauſe. But may it not be as juſtly ſuſpected. that theſe au- 

thors did not interpret Ale of an oath, but only 9 
cratory adjuration ? 


F 4 eto 
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te to ſet the other quite aſide, would yet ſo 
« jmpair the authority on which he celle 
« his conſtruction, as to leave no room to lay 
« that ſtreſs upon it which he ſeemed to 
DS | 

b ND I truſt I have performed as much 
as I ſtood engaged for: and perhaps ſome- 
thing more. For tho' I have not, as 
Mr Azody requires, proved that Aab is con- 
fined to the ſenſe of adjuring ; yet I have 
made it appear very doubttul, whether the 
word doth ever ſignify fimply 7 fwear, as 
a verb, or ſimply an oath, as a noun. But 
this I left with my reader, and fo I do 
now, as a queſtion to be ſubmitted to his 
judgment. In the mean time my firſt and 
principal point ſeems to be yielded by the 
majority of my opponents, viz. that adjur- 
ing, or adminiſtring an oath, is a proper and 
ſeriptural ſenſe of h. And this poſſibly 
without a cloſe and ſtrict examination of the 
word had not been conceded. 
Ap, if I miſtake not, it hath thrown 

them into a little perplexity, how to adjuſt 
this ſenſe of aqjuring to Mr H's ſole expoſi- 
tion by fwearing to a covenant. 


Me 
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Ma Aboab ſeems to think that taking an 


_ oath, and giving an oath, is a diſtinction 
without a difference *. 


Mz Moody ſays, when a perſon volun- 
< tarily ſwears, he is both juror and ad- 
* — In the Trinity each perſon was 

e both juror and adjuror : All adjuratores 
ce and juratores.” P. 23. 

Mr Bate engages to ſhew that © to exe- 
* crate and adjure are the fame thing, 
„ p. 20. Though the Doctor (as he ſays, 

« p. 28.) may perhaps think that ſtearing, 
e or taking and giving an oath, and execra- 
< ting, are different things, and not to be 
<« expreſſed by the ſame word.” 

HERE are now no leſs three ſeemingly 
diſtin& ſenſes of , which nevertheleſs, 
according to theſe accounts, are one and 


* He obſerves that the term fevear is uſed in the Eu- 

L 

upon others.“ P. 12. 

Tuar * in Courts of Judicature they always ſay, fear 
« the man, ſwear the jury. Now (ſays he) if there were 
any thing elſe except imagination in the above diſtinction, 
the Judge would be guilty of great impropriety of ſpeech, 
and ought to ſay, adjure the man, & P. 123. 

Wirn this ſhort argument he apprehends he has © proved 
« my diſtinction to be of no weight, and fo all my reaſon- 
* ing built upon it from p. 12. to p. 41. falls to the 


„Found. — {bid. 


the 


1741 

the ſame ſenſe. Swearing is the fame with 
adjuring, and adjuring is the fame with 
 curſmg: So he who renders d by fwear- 
ing, means the ſame thing that another doth 

who renders it by curing. | 
AND thus, as they have repreſented the 
matter, they agree with me, and I with 
them; and (as Mr Moody obſerves, p. 23.) 
« Mr H's etymology of the word will not 
« ſuffer by this interpretation of the Arch- 
« deacon's.” For tho' there be the appear- 


ance of three different ſenſes in the three 


different renderings into Engh/h, yet, ac- 
_ cording to theſe Gentlemen, they all come 
to the ſame thing in the Hebrew. 

My mifapprehenſions of this matter, I 
am told, have arifen from not knowing, or 
not attending to the primary, radical, Idea 
of the word I diſcourſed upon. Mr Moody 
indeed wonders © why I will talk of ideas 
« who have no ſort of regard to them, but 
e labour to make oe and the ſame He- 
« brew word ſignify this, or "that, or any 
« thing, without having any zdeal radical 
« ſignification at all.” P. 121. 

I nave however been inſtrumental in 
the production of New Lights, and have 
given occaſion to new diſquiſitions con- 

cerning 
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cerning the primary ideas of the words 1 
treated of. 

For Mr Bate, who in his former writ- 
ings had taken no ſmall pains to ſhew the 
propriety and certainty of Mr Hs! 
tation of 78 * by ſwearing, oath and cove- 
ant, produces at length the primary ſenſe, 
from whence thoſe ſecondary ſenſes are 
branched off. And by ſuch Engh/b words 
as expreſs this radical ſenſe, he thinks it 


moſt proper to abide throu — his whole 
diſpute with me. 


FN. 


« other ſignification. P. 23. 
Tus I lay down then as the ſole ſenſe 


* of Alab, a bann, curſe , execration or 
4 malediction. Bid. 


Examiner Examis d, p- 11. 588 
« Elahim was not to convince themſelves, or aſſure one 
* another that they would perform the covenant. _— If 
«© Jehovah Elahim made an oath, doubtleſs it was in full 
«« form, with all the circumſtances that are binding among 
* men, as to form. We ſay, They did ſo when they con- 
« certed the means of our ſalvation, and engaged each to 
« perform a diſtinct part in the execution of thoſe means. 
+ enn the noun ſubſt. maſc. plur. is perſons who 
«© have pronounced the curſe, i. e. ſpoken the words, and 
„ fo the agents, the curſers And were the word exe- 
' craters or curſers uſed in Enghſh, as it is in Hebrew, 
«« curſers, when applied to God, would ſound, what Mo- 
* ſes Calls it, @ glorious and tremendous name. P. 42. 

« LAH 


1 
« LAH is a general word, and in- 
« cludes all the curſes in the Bible and in 
c nature.” P. 124. 
Ver that he may not ſeem to differ 


from Mr H. and Mr C. he takes care to 


tell us, that © we are ſufficiently warranted 
* in defining the word as the name of God, 
* to put into the definition perſons who have 
e bound themſeFves under a covenant, —— 
that zbezrs is a full, comprehenſive, and 
4e judicious account of the word. It takes 
<« in the ſimple radical idea of the word, 
* and the manner and deſign of pronounc- 
ce ingacurſe, &c.” P. 46. 
Bur Mr Aboab, when he comes to 
ſpeak of the radical idea, is quite of ano- 
ther ſentiment. 
„T Rx idea (fays he) throughout is but 
* one, viz. Poſition, p. 39. dhe ſeems 
to be uſed to expreſs all kinds of pofitzon, 
between things or parties on occaſional 
« circumſtances, actions, or events, as for, 
« agaiift, between, under; in ſhort, nega- 


* truely and affirmatively, BY 70, or not, &c.” 
Ibid. 


— if HR be conſidered in this 
“ view, exceeding fine ſenſe may be made of 
” every 


* = wa” 
every place where it occurs, however in- 
« flected or applied.” P. 43. * 

Mx Moody, who no doubt has well con- 
ſider d both theſe primary ſenſes of the 
word, given by. thoſe «who may talk of ideas, 
| becauſe 5 ſo great a 2 
and hath weighed all the conſequences of 
abiding by thoſe ruling ſenſes, agrees ſo far 
with Mr Aboab as to make 5x the root, 
from whence the radical idea of do is to be 
taken. But he limits pofition (as giving 
too general an idea) to one ſpecial circum- 
ſtance of it, via. nterpofition + ; and tells 


us 


No one, ſays he, p. 40. No one, I ſhould think, 
can fail ſeeing how applicable ſuch a name is to Jehovah, 
** who had interpoſed or put himſelf againſt Satan in be- 
half of man, in all kinds of poſition expreſſed in the * 
** liſh idiom by oppoſing, propoſing, compoſing, impoſing, &c 


„ under the ſanction of an oath.” 


« Poſition applied to an oath, is a depoſition between two 
or more parties. 


« Wren it is applied to @ cur/e, it is an impoſition put - 
ting a perſon in a particular ſituation by way of punith- 


_.< ment.” Mie 


Axp thus Mr Aboab's radical idea extends both to Mr H's 
and Mr Bate's inter 


F Hs obſerves, p. 27. that oN in Exel. xlviii. 8. © fig- 
* nifies @ poſt, poſtis. And Rabbi David ſays it was a reftu- 
Aso or fornix, which the French call vont, and we a ſhell, 

or vaulted arch.” ? | 


If 
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us (p. 48.) that TR will, according 
« to the primary image of this root, fignify” 
og i pod mnt tr 

not put it, as he has done, in capitals) 
« INTERPOSERS; or perſons who 
t have interpoſed to change the condition, 
« viz. of us miſerable finners, even to the 


t change of their own condition.” 
Bur Mr doth not mean hereby 


to claſh with Mr H. who interprets o by 
irradiator t, and ch by fwearer, oath, 
&c. for both theſe are included as ſecon- 
dary ſenſes of the word. For Ox extends 
as far as inter pgſition of any kind can be 
conceived, and doth not only ſignify a poſt, 


porch, 


* Jr is. fon does, a prominence over a gate, as a 
« ram (called alſo N) has prominent horns, with which 
« he beats off aſſaults. So a porch or fel! which beats off 
« and ſcreens us from ſtorms, by interpofing between us and 
« them. Hence (ſays he) I think it appears that this word 
4 is a word of condition or office, and that this condition 
« and office is ; which like a poſt, 
« porch, vault, arch, or fell over 2 door, is interpoſed to 
take upon itſelf what would otherwiſe lie or fall upon an- 
other; and which by this interpafition changes the con- 
dition of the perſon or thing, even at the hazard of the 
« change of its own condition.” 

T Ms H. (ſays he, p. 29.) makes it irradiation, 


* which it does ſignify in a ſecondary ſenſe, as irradiation 
2 22. 
« But 


ä 


8 £3 uy — 
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to the plural Aleim is Allies +. 


1 
porch, or ſhell, but a mediator *, interceſſor, 


and irradiator. And cl is that kind of 
interpofition, which is conceived in oaths, 


ſwearing or curſing. 


The firſt expoſition that Mr Moody gives 
Which with 
the covenanters or contracting powers (for 
that is the ſtile in the Chriſtian Plan, p. 15.) 
{till increaſes the number of ſenſes in which 


75 may be taken. For the idea is now 


become very extenſive, and the expoſition 
of the term very diffuſive. It is made to 


fignify in different lights and views, fwear- 


ers, adjurors, curſers, oppoſers, propoſers, 


«© But the primary or leading ſenſe of the word is to inter- 
** poſe, which gives the image. ——” 

* He interprets (p. 33.) dn, the interpeſer, inter- 
„ cefſor, mediator.” And ſays that the © interpoſition 
"> 49.) or mediation of the Divine Perſons is what 

among men is ax oath. So the word dd in its ſecondary 

<< ſenſe ſignifies an oath or curſe, which is the ſanction of an 
60 oath. 


He owns * this expoſition of the word is new.” P. 44. 


= Mobb originally his own.” P. 33. © but he offers it 
as a candidate amongſt others, and, if it be reſlected on 


without prejudice, he ſhall be in no pain about its . 
«« ing the election P. — 
+ Jehovah our Aleim is one Jehovah, i. e. fays he, 


p. 3. © The ſelf . ſubſiſtent Being, our Allies, is one ſelf- 
ſubſiſtent Being,” —— 


inter- 


[ 8 ] 
interpiſers, allies, covenanters, or contract 
ing powers. f | 
« WERE it not” (ſays Mr Bate, p. go.) 
M conſequence as the 
determining with preciſion the meaning 
. men can be 
* concerned with, it would make one 
laugh to ſee what a variety of ſenſes the 
* Arabic Doctors give to the Hebrew word 
« bg. and are each in their turn con- 
<« tended for, under as much ſeeming con- 
« viction as the H——s contend for the 
« ſenſe the Prophets give the word, Fc. 
Bur I think Mr Bate would do well to 
conſider ſeriouſly with himſelf (for as he 
truly ſays, it is not a matter to be laughed 
at) what a variety of ſenſes the H——ns 
give to this word, under pretence of con- 
tending for the ſenſe which tbe Prophets 
give it: And how far they have determin d 
it with precifion. Or if the preci/ion appear 
only in his own conſtruction, viz. that 
Aab is ſim ply a curſe, and has no other 
* P. 28. What it is we 


muſt ſay of the ane idea throughout, viz. 
 Pofitron; by which another Hu deter- 
mines the meaning of the word with preci- 
as or of the other primary and leading 
| ſenſe 


Ly 
ſenſe of the word, vis. Int 


. Interpofition, which 
gives the image according to a third. 
Mx Mood alſo, who ſpeaks of preciſion of 
ideas in the Hebrew language, would do 
well to conſider, whether this variety of 
ruling ideas or images given by himſelf and 
other H, can do any credit to that 
maxim which he lays down, p. 17. as 
Mr Hs, viz. © That each root has only 
te one ruling idea or image, &c.” For of 
what benefit is this ſuppoſed general rule to 
us, if it will not help us to aſcertain the true 
radical meaning of the moſt important words 
men can be concerned with? Nay, if on the 
contrary it rather prove the occaſion of 
greater variance about the proper fignifica- 
tion of words (and words of the greateſt con- 
ſequence) among thoſe who endeavour to 
apply it, than they could be ſuppoſed to 
have fallen into, if they had not been miſ- 
guided by it? 

Bur as I intend a more ex- 
„„ # 
ſhall fay no more of it here, but ſhall pro- 
ceed to conſider the conſtructions of the 
word given by my two other opponents, 


the author of he Ls ms Plan, and 
Mr —— 


8 To 


[32] = 
To the former I have but little to ſay, 
becauſe I am not ſure what ruling idea he 
gives to it, whether oath, or curſe, or con- 
track. He tells us, p. 4>WAn oath is 
e ſuppoſed to have paſſed between the Di- 
te vine Perſons—— that this oath is called 
« ALE.——That as it was taken for the 
« greater ſolemnity, and principally with 
ce regard to the redemption of man, it was 
te of the execratory Rind. That the three 
te Perſons concern'd in this covenant and 
<« agreement were denominated Cammumione 
« Idiomatum ALEIM or Elobim. 

He tells us, p. 30. ALE is an execratory 
te oath, ſo called from the Second Perſon's 
e engaging proviſionally to redeem man, 
« by becoming à curſe for him.” 

| Now here I am at a loſs to underſtand, 
whether this learned Writer means that the 
oath was of the execratory kind, on account 
ol its being made with execration, according 
to Robertſor's deicription *, quoted with ap- 


* Juravit, maledixit, adjuravit ; juramento adſtrinxit 


ſeſe, vel alterum addita imprecatione inde nom. dN exe- 
cratio. Sed non eſt tantum juramentum execrationis, quo 
quis ſe ita aſtringit ſed etiam conjuratio cum aliis additd ex- 
ecratione. At dy eſt tantum juramentum ſine impreca- 


pro- 


3 831 
by our author at p. 35. Or on ac- 
count of an execration being the principal 


ſubject of it, via. The proviſional engage- 
ment of the Second Perſon by oath to be- 
come @ curſe for mankind : (For ſo the 
words above cited ſeem to imply) Or laſtly, 
whether he means that the ALE of the 
Second Perſon was an execratory oach on 
both theſe accounts: as he expreſſes 
himſelf in another place—p. 25. The 
e oath named ALE, beſides the general 
< penalties incurr'd by falſe ſwearers, ſeems 
< to be liable to ſome particular forfeiture 
* or curſe.” ——And © Chriſt's not being 
“ liable to an Ale becauſe he performed 
« what he ſwore,” is a mere cavil, „be- 
e cauſe to be made a curſe for his brethren 
was one of the things he ſwore to per- 
«c form.” | 
Bur then, by what follows for the in- 
> of Aleim, it ſhould ſeem as if 
the other two Perſons were fo called, only 
on account of their contract with the Se- 
cond Perſon, and with each other, to bear 
their reſpective ſhares in fulfilling the ans 
of the Second Perſon's ALE. 


G 2 I SHALL 


[ 84 ] 

T$HraALL give the intire paragraph in 
the margin to ſpeak for itſelf r. But 1 
may take for granted, that the author had 
no eye or regard in this account of ALE 
to the radical ideas of poſitron or interpoſi- 
fn. 
Mx Holloway is more clear and determi- 
nate in what he ſays, which will enable 
me to give him a more diſtinct r 

His Particular Remarks begin with 
theſe words, p. 5. 


« Dx Sbarp's great ſtumbling- block, and 


that which I think put him upon his 
e whole piece of doubtful diſputation, was 
e that the idea of the root for the divine 
e name Elahim had been ſuppoſed by the 

<« the late Mr Hutchinſon, and fome others, 
** to have reſpect to an oath and covenant 


1 But as the A LE os execratory oath, fo called from 
* the Second Perſon's engaging proviſionally to redeem 
err 

« which end he was to aſſume the human nature, and was 
* to become incarnate, was the principal part of the ſcheme 
of redemption, the Perſons covenanting to effect this gra- 
« cious deſign, might «with great propriety be denominated 
% Aleim. For though the Second Perſon undertook the 
part of becoming a curſe in his humanity, yet the other 
« two Perſons of the Eſſence took and performed their re- 
« ſpeCtive parts in the execution of this amazing plan of re- 
„ demption, All the contracting Parties ne 
« ALEIM.” q 30.— 


« made 


ma | 
« made and enter d into by the Divine 
<« Perſons before the Creation, and after- 


<« wards ſeveral times and referr'd 
« to under the Patriarchal and Legal Diſ- 
<« penſations. Which the Doctor it ſeems 
ce could not bear to hear of, preſuming 
ce there was in reality zo ſuch oath or cove- 
e nant at all, prior to that covenant which 
«© was made, as people uſually term it, with 
« Abraham, &c. But in this the Dacfar 
<« appears to be under a great miſtake as a 
6e Divine. 

HAD this learned adverſary recollected, 
when he wrote this aph, the merits 
of the cauſe I undertook againſt Mr C. he 
would, I think, have put my ſtumbling- 
block in a ſtronger light than he is pleaſed 
to repreſent it in. 

Ir was not the idea of a root ſuppoſed to 
have reſpect to the oath before the Creation 
(as he ſoftly words it) that gave me the of- 
fence, but the aſſerting an antemundane 
ex oath as neceſſary to be acknow- 
ledged, and admitted for the right under- 
ſtanding of Revealed Religion. And this 
aſſertion ſupported only by the etymological 
evidence of the word Ehbim : Which evi- 
dence, as then ſtated and offer'd, I judged 

G3 inſuf- 
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inſufficient to a fact of fo extraordi- 
nary a nature, and of ſuch extraordinary 
conſequence to be believed, as Was repre- 
ſented. 
Ax p had he attended to what I faid i in 
p. 42, and 43. he would not, I preſume, 
have put the covenant upon the ſame foot- 
ing of offence to me that he put the oath : 
much leſs would he have added, that I pre- 
ſumed there was in reality uo covenant at al} 
prior to that which was made with Abra- 
ham. 

THe Queſtion between Mr C. and me 
was, Whether the Divine Perſons could 
be faid in any proper ſenſe to fwear to each 
other, or to lay themſelves under a conditional 
execration ; and whether they were deno- 
minated Elhim from that act, or from 
ſome other account. And covenant, how- 
ever occaſionally mention d, was not taken 
mto dan under this queſtion. I 
muſt therefore except againſt Mr Hollewway's 
connecting covenant fo cloſely with oath, 
when he ſpeaks of my notions of them. An 
oath indeed between the Divine Perſons, 
when it is proved, will imply @ covenant 
between them. But 4 covenant doth not 
* — as well be con- 

ceived 
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ceived to be made without an oath, as with 
one: much eaſier conceived when the Di- 
vine Perſons are the covenanters. 

Bu T ſays Mr Holloway, p. 6. © There 
 E certainly was an oath—betwixt the Di- 
<« vine Perſons—before the world was.” 

Now this I confeſs was, and is yet, my 
great ſtumbling-block, which nothing — 
he hath hitherto offer d hath any tendency | 


do remove. 


I THiNx the author of the Chriſtian 
Plan has ſpoken more judiciouſly, becauſe 
more cautiouſly, in delivering his ſentiments 
concerning this matter. There was be- 
* fore all worlds @ covenent. (P. 3.) An 

te oath is ſuppoſed to have paſſed between 
< the three Divine Perſons. (P. 4. —If the 
e the word Elobim be ſuppoſed to be in uſe 
© at the Creation (P. 14.) This muſt 
be allowed to be @ kind of preſumptive 
** evidence in favour of this interpretation. 
(F. 15.) 

Ye T I much queſtion whether Mr Ha 
loway's attempt to the certainty of the 
antemundane oath, of which he ſpeaks fo 
knowingly, will come up to, and paſs for, 
even 4 . evidence. 

684 Tutrs 


— — — 


« x, 2, 3. Where the holy Apoſtle, after 


1881 
Tu is attempt is made in his firft parti. 
cular Remark, p. 6. where he thinks © the 
c matter - , -- na 
« ole text of St Paul. 
TRE text I mean (ſays he) is Heb. iv. 


ce ſpeaking of the mixt — and tbreat- 
< ning of God upon his oath, to bring ſome 

« men to enter into his Reff, and exclude 
<« others : The Apoſtle, I fay, after ſpeak- 
« ing of this oath of God, &c. as declared 


ein time to Hrael in the wilderneſs (in 
<« yer. 2. and former member of ver. 3.) 


« corrects himſelf as it were with an adver- 


« ſative [although]. Although (ſays he in 


te the latter member of ver. 3.) the works 
te were finiſhed from the foundation of the 
« world. Or as Noldius on Rev. xiii. 8. 
and other parallel places, renders this 
e phraſe more properly—before the founda- 
tion of the world. Now what were the 
„ works which are thus faid to have been 
« finiſhed before the world? I anſwer, 
e thoſe of the ſaid promſe, threatning, and 
e cath, relating to the Ref, and conſe- 
« quently the Reſt itſelf alſo.” 

Tunis is the ar tm. And it is 
founded upon three points, which muſt be 


ow 


[ 39 ] 
previouſly aſcertain d before it can be ad- 
mitted into proof. Eſpecially as the paſſage 
itſelf is acknowledged, by moſt men h 
have commented upon it, to be none of the 
cleareſt; and alſo becauſe the fact for 
which it is produced, as a voucher, re- 


quires ſome clear teſtimony, ſomething 
more authentic, with due ſubmiſſion to 


Mr Holloway, than his own conjecture 
concerning a new and probable conſtruction 


of the paſſage. 
In the firſt place he would have . 
(which he by the adverſative A. 


though, and with which, he fays, the 
Apoſtle, as it were, corrects himſelf) re- 
ferr'd to God's act of fwearing in the wil- 
derneſs, inſtead of referring it only, as all 


other interpreters do, (all at leaſt which 1 


have conſulted) to xalaraurw pe, viz. the 
laſt words of the oath immediately pre- 
cading. 

Hx is pleaſed to ſay, that the Apoſtle, 
after ſpeaking of the oath of God, as de- 
clared in time to Iſrael, corrects himſelf in 
this part with an adverſative Although. But 


has he given, or can he give, any reaſon 
why the Apoſtle ſhould correct himſelf in 
this 


[90] 
this part relating to the oath in particular 
Unleſs it be that che fi of his do- 
ing ſo, will ſerve for a foundation to the 
ar he wants to introduce, of God's 
aring before the world was. 

THE Reft of God is the principal and 
— 22 here. And © upon the 
of xalarauris, twice in 
« this verſe, and ance in verſe iſt, de- 

a +... 4, doko» rethe 
Dr Whitby juſtly qbſerves. And it is to 
this Reſt that xaly and ue yurbels that fol- 
low it have the moſt obvious and eaſy re- 
ſped: 
them, to the oath itſelf, as well as to the 
Nef, is diſtant, ſtrained, and too uncertain 
to build an argument upon. 

Tais will be made more apparent in 
my next enguiry, viz. Whether the works 
( in this verſe can reaſonably be un- 
derſtood of any other works than thoſe im- 
mediately mentioned in the next verſe, 
where God is ſaid to have reſted on the ſe- 
venth day from all his works, (run egyuv als.) 
HERE again I think the int 
are unanimous, that by the works f- 
mfhed are meant the works of the Cre- 
ation, 


Whereas Mr Holloway's reference of 
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ation, and thoſe only. But Mr H. 
e 
God's © promiſe, threatning, and oath, re- 
« lating to the Nef, and conſequently the 
_ « Reſt elf ald. For theſe (fays he) are 
« the immediately antecedent particulars, to 
« which the works to have been 
« finiſhed, as aforeſaid are annexed and 
do relate. P. 7. 


Tut rendering of nass n or by cum tamen, 
| or by er gquidem (for it ſignißeth any of 1 
ſomething 


refted the 4s guidem of the Fulgate by licet, guss. 
Ut fit ſenſus, quamvis requietis Dei nomine alicubi figni- 


perfectis. 

_ * See Fac. Cayelluu's paraphrae of the Fulg. with ee guide, 
apud Crit. Sac. 

Aup none have given a better — than our 
Dr Hammond.—By God's Reſt, I mean not what is ſo oft 
called by that name, the Sabbath, —there are more Reſts of 
God beſide and after that. That mentioned in the Pſalmiſt, 
Pſalm xcv. 8. is called God's Ref, though it were many 


6 


Bur 
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Bur though promiſe, threatning, and 
oath, are all of them antecedent particulars, 
as well as Reft, yet there is no apparent 
connexion between them and the works, 
as there is between Re (the immediate 
antecedent particular) and the works. And 
when Mr goes farther, * 


+ His words are Although the works [the works 


* thus next abovemention'd, wiz. Thoſe works of the 
<«< oath, promiſe, and ref, &c.] were finiſhed from before 
« the fqundation of the world. P. 7. There is indeed 
2 text which in qur tranſlation ſeems to favour the notion of 
Hr Bally mate Pelioe the frendation of the werld, 
wit. Tit. i. 2. '* In hope of eternal life, which God, 


«© who cannot lie, promiſed before the world began.” 


Ma Moody inſiſts very peremptorily upon this text againſt 
me, p. 51, 52, &c. He fays, 4 promiſe in God pre- 
«+ ſuppoſes an 798, and is built upon it. So that when the 

« Scriptures ſay expreſs/y,—poſitively, that God promiſed 
* beſron the world degan, a Gi = a» cs i. 
© being, Ce.“ 

. If I had attended to this, I 
would have ſpared ſaying, that when there were no crea- 
tures, God's promiſes or oath; ſeem to have no place. 

IT is cited alſo in the 2 p- 47. and by 
Mr Bate, p. 50. | 

ane: that go N pero 
eovior, (for that is the Apoſtle's expreſſion in this text) 
doth not neceſſarily, as they ſuppoſe, mean before the world 


| began, but it means before antient times, or before the times 


of the eeviſh ages, or before the Moſaic Oeconomy, or 
Diſpenſation. See Lightfoet, Hammond, and others. 


even 
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in my apprehenſion, very inaccurately. 
For, not to inſiſt on the ſeeming impro- 
priety of interpreting the works FINISH- 

ED (he puts this word in capitals a few 
lines below) of oaths or promiſes unfulfilled, 
yet how can we underſtand ae e,, as 
he doth, to be «gyw, and a Reſ that is to 
laſt for ever to be a work finiſhed. 
Hx fays indeed, that the account 

te given of them is worded after this man- 
ce ner, to expreſs that they were all done, 
« ſettled, FINISHED, by God before 
te the Creation.” Bid. But let us firſt be 
ſure that this text relates to works finiſhed 
before the world was. And this leads us 
to the third and laſt enquiry, viz. Whe- 
ther are xalaboang xoour, in this text may fig- 
nify the ſame thing with go zalaCoans aachen 
in other parts of the N. Teft. 

His argument turns principally upon this 
hinge. And tho' his main ſtreſs ſhould 
have been laid in proving the affirmative, 
he has been very ſparing of his endeavours 
that way. 8 
Ar the authority he alledges for 
tranſlating Allo ala S dee, BEFORE 
the foundation of the world, is Neldius, 


who 


r 
ho (as he tells) te renders this phraſe on 
Rev. xiii. 8. „ 
Now as Noldius is the « y authority 
that perhaps could be prod 
— to ove gien hs ra 
lation, or his comment on the 
- 1 or at leaft to have faid 
where ſuch an interpretation 
might be found. But as this is not done, I 
greatly ſuſpect that Neld:us is no further 
concerned in the matter, than by his hav- 
ing referr'd in his Hebrew to ſome 
texts in the N. Teſt. (and among the reſt 
to Rev. xii. 8.) for a ſenſe of ano, which 
uſages of the prefixed & in the Hebrew, viz. 
That ufage whereby it is made to ſignify in 
certain caſes, ante, before T. And if this 
be all that Noldius hath done, (I am eaſily 
confuted if I miſtake in my conjecture) it 


7 Tus paſſagein Noldiue which I ſuppoſe o be the place 
referr'd to by Mr Holloway is this. N7YD2D ante aſ- 
« cenſum Jud. viii. 13. Dyn ante tempus, Ea. xlviii. 
« 36. N ante tunc. Prov. viii. 22. Et aro Matth. 
% xxv. 34. (collat. Eph. i. 4.) 2 The. i. 13. (collat. 
« 2 Tim. i. 9.) 1 Jabs i. 1. Apoc. xiii. 8.“ (Here is the 
text to which I ſuſpe the reference is made) © and xvii. 8. 
collat, Epb. i. 4.) ——Edit. Han. 1679. Pp. 546. 


had 


951 

had been perhaps as well not to have called 
in his teſtimony. For tho there may be 
a reaſonable pretence to appeal to him (ſo 
far as his authority may go) for the con- 
ſtruction of thoſe texts to which he ex- 
preſsly refers, yet there is no room, I pre- 
ſume, to call him in as a voucher for the 
ſame conſtruction of particles in texts which 
he omits, as he doth this we are upon; 
eſpecially conſidering how careful he ſeems 
to have been to omit nothing in his col- 


lection of references that would ſuit his 


purpoſes, or which he even fancied might 
ſuit them, tho it really did not. In this 
very place, for inſtance, where he refers 
to Rev. xii. 8. he refers alſo to 2 Thefſ. ii. 
13. for an «zo in the conſtruction of ante, 
where yet the phraſe, when you turn to it, 
is found to be ae Whether this be 
a proper inſtance of ſuch conſtruction of 
| emo, I ſhall leave to others. And ſhall only 
defire Mr Hollatay to think with himſelf, 
what he would fay to a new interpretation 
of any other text, ſupported only by ſuch a 
reference to Noldius as he himſelf has made, 
for the ſupport of his own conſtruction of 

the text now under confideration.——Let 
the inſtance be given in Math. xix. 8. con- 

cCerning 
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« ning it was not ſo 


 Neoldius on 2 Thefſ. ii. 13. — 125 
lel places renders this phraſe more properly 


before the beginning. I hope he will allow 
that the caſe is the very fame in regard 
to the text in hand, with which Noldius 
hath no more concern, (if I have ftated 
the matter right,) than he has with the 
paſſage about divorces. 
Bu r what is mere, the-phraſe ave uCo- 
ans xoope is not only referr'd to by Nold:us 
for an aro ſignifying ante, and correſpond- 
ing to one uſage of the d prefixed in the 
Heb. SS. but it is referr'd to by him for an 


| ame ſignifying a, or ab, (544:) and correſ- 


ponding to another, and that the moſt 
common uſage of the 2 prefixed. And 


thus Naldius becomes as good authority for 


are xalaban; xocpe, in the text un- 
der conſideration, from the foundation, as 
he is in Mr Holloway 


s fight, for rendering 
It before the foundation of the world. And 
our common tranſlation may be defended 
| (if it were needful) by Mr ilbweys own 


— Cn properly. 
Tur 


argument, vi. From the foundation, &c. as 
Noldius on Matth. xiii. 3 5. and other paral- 


CEO DO 


the other 


in diſcuſſing this particular, which in the 
eye of ſome may appear very minute, I 
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Tur ſame expreſſion oceurs in another 
place of this epiſtle, where our tranſlators 
have given aro by ſince. For then muſt 
he have often ſuffered fnce the foundation 
of the world, Heb. ix. 26.——1 think 
Mr Holloway would ſucceed juſt as well in 
the a of the fame reaſoning ver- 
batim to this text (in order to ſhew that 


fince might be render'd more properly be- 


fore) as he has ſucceeded in applying it to 
expreſſion of the ſame writer that 
has been under examination. 

Ir I have ſeem'd tedious or over-curious 


hope it will be remember'd that, ſmall as 


it is, conſider d in itſelf, it has been uſed 


as the main ſtep to a concluſion of very great 
conſequence. And that my ſetting it quite 
aſide as an argument (which I flatter my- 
ſelf is now done) and thereby breaking the 
chief link of the propoſed demonſtration, has 
ſaved me the trouble of replying to thoſe 
triumphant encomiums * that are beſtowed 

on 


„ Uron the whole,” (ſays Mr Holloway, p. 8.) 
«* ſuch is the vaſt tour of this noble conteſt : It enters, as 


| FC into the 


„% middle 
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on the pretended concluſion for five pages 
together. And whenever Mr Holloway 
ſhall be able to ſhew either from the 


grammatical conſtruction of the particle 
ame, or from the apparent ſcope of the 
place, or from eſteem d verſions Old or 
New , or from any other good autho- 
rity, that it ought to be . in this 
text BEFORE inſtead of FROM, it 
will then be time enough to take the re- 
mainder of his diſq = this paſſage 
into cloſer — — And particularly 

his diſtinction between the oath, and the 
word of the oath—— Heb. vii. 28. which 
is altogether founded on his notion of the 


oath itſelf © being finiſhed before the worlds 
% were made.” P. 10. 


0 n den and courle of things in the world, which, as 
« indivine rapture, it carries back in an inftant to their be- 
«« ginnings, in order to bring down and lead on to boch 
«+ their endings ? referring the Divine Oath and Promi ſe de- 

«« clared in the world to the high originals of the ſame be- 
fore the world, and from thence handing on the united 
account of both, to the coming of Chriſt in perſon to per- 
form part of the works leading to that final Reſt, fo ſe- 


_«* cured for us by the ſaid oath and covenant from eternity, 
« Fe.“ 


+ Tux Syriac renders it RD PI2 JD ab initio 
mundi. So alſo the Arabic and thiopic both in this text, 
and in that other, Heb. ix. 26. where the fame phraſe oc- 


curs. 
HE 
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Hex cloſes his comment on this text 
with acquainting the world, that they 
ce have a vaſt Theſaurus of proofs beſides 
e theſe to demonſtrate that the whole dif- 
* penfation of Chriſtianity, and conſe- 
« quently the oath and covenant revealed to 
te the Patriarchs in time, were all ſettled 
e and finiſhed (as the bleſſed Apoſtle ex- 
e prefleth it) by the Divine Perſons before 
« aff time; which he © hopes will be 
* ſhewn at large another day by a much 
ce more able hand.” P. 12. 
I SHALL be glad to fee any thing «ell 
made out upon this ſubject by any hand. 
Bur my hopes of ſeeing this are greatly 
abated, from obſerving the effect of the firſt 
experiment tried in this way upon the text 
laſt under confideration. One would ima- 
gine that, out of their vaſt Theſaurus of 
proofs, the moſt pertinent texts to their 
purpoſe (if any were to be produced for my 
conviction) would have been firſt brought 
up. And if Mr H:lhway really judged hs 
fo, (as I am apt to think he did, by his 
faying that the matter was d:107;/trable from 
this ſingle text alone) I cannot have fo 
great a dependance either on his judgment, 
or on his encouraging promiſes of future 
H 2 demon- 


1 001 

demonſtrations, as I ſhould otherwiſe have 
had. And poſſibly what he preſaged (when 
he wrote) would be ſhewn at large, another 
day, by à much more able hand, has already 
received its accompliſhment in the publica- 
tion of the Chriſtian Plan, &c. if not to 

the full extent of Mr Helloway's wiſhes, yet 
as far at leaſt, and as compleatly as could 
well be expected, conſidering the nature 
and difficulty of the undertaking. — A de- 
monſtration from etymological evidence—and 
the impoſſibility of putting human conjec- 
tures into ſuch a dreſs, as to make them 
paſs for Scripture Doctrine. 

ALL that I ſhall further obſerve upon 
this fir/t particular remark of Mr Holloway, 
1s this : 8 therein to be more 
inviolably attached to the notion of à real 
_ oath having paſſed between the Divine Per- 
ſons before the Creation, than ſome others of 
my opponents are. | 

Mz Bate, now at leaſt, ſpeaks with 
great caution on this head. He qua ex- 
preſsly affirming, what Mr Holloway aſſerts, 
that there certainly was an oath between 
* the Divine Perſons before the world was “. 


Mx 
„ They (viz. The Perſons in the Godhead) made a 
© covenant, or conſulted the Council of Salvation between 
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Mx Moody alſo, in the words of his in- 
genious friend (to whom he is | 
obliged for many paſſages, if all that is 
printed, as quotation from an unknown au- 
thor, is to be aſcribed to the fame perſon) 
repreſents the antemundane tranſaction with 


proper circumſpection . 


1410 


« themſelves, and fawore to perform it, if not when they 

« made the covenant, at leaſt when they admined man into 
it.“ P. 75. 

„ WHETHRR it was in time, or before time that they did 
it, their really having done it, takes off all that repug- 
* nancy to our natural ideas of God, which this low conde- 
« ſ{cenfion ſeems to carry along with it.“ P. 77. 

„Bur tho' the texts, ſo largely criticiſed on by the 


Doctor, certainly refer to an oath made by God to Abra- 


bam in perſon, yet they all ſuppoſe a prior covenant in 
« favour of man, and make that and the oath to 4braham 
to be the ſame in ſubſtance, and would lead one to think, 
* that the original was confirm'd by oath, as well as the 
copy.” P. 76. 

„Wr may fairly collect that the covenant was confirmed 
| *© by oath ——— We may juftly look for the date of the 
Aab in the covenant.” Jbid. 

T As the Fall of Man was an event foreſeen, the mu- 
* tual interpoſition or dyn whence they took their name 
« EITIR——was made and concerted before man was 
* ſent into the world upon his trial; and as conſider'd in 
different reſpects, had different names in Scripture. Some- 
times it is call'd the Counſel, ſometimes the Will, F ur- 
«+ poſe, Promiſe, and ſometimes the Covenant of God. 
** The hidden av iſdom which God ordain'd before the world. 
** Grace given 4s in Chriſt Jeſus before the world began. 

G3 « ——- What 
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I G1VE the paflages out of both i in the 
margin. What is it Mr H. and Mr C. 
would have faid to them had they been 
publiſhed in their days, Whether they 
would have allow'd that the Elabim took 
their name from inter poſition, and that this 
inter poſition is as well expreſſed, when con- 
ſider d as made and concerted before the 
world, by counſel, will, purpoſe, grace, &c. 
as it is by cath, or ſwearing under à condi- 
tional execration ;—or whether they would 
have allowed with Mr Bate, even a poſſi- 
bility that the oath might he taken in time; 
or that there might be no oath at all be- 
tween the Divine Perſons; ſeeing we are 
rather kd to think ſo by God's oath to Abra- 
bam, being the fame in ſubſtance with his 
prior covenant in favour of man, than 
obliged to acknowledge it from any clear 
proof of it ; I fay, how theſe explanations 
ef their politions would have been reliſhed 


© ——— What Jehovah firore and would not repent, and 
«« the like, which are all expreſſions that are ſuited to 
% actions that paſs between man and man, and are thence 
carried upwards and applied to thoſe between the Per- 
*« ſons of the Deity, to which they are analogous, and 
„ which as to us are to have a fimilar effet, but which 
** c2uld not otherwiſe be made intelligible to us. —P. 50. 


by 
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by them, I do not know ; but I may pre- 
ſume that they would rather have approved 
of Mr Hallaway's ſentiment, which appears 
to have been their own in its true native 
dreſs, viz. © That the cath was certainiy 
« taken before the world exiſted, and that 
« whoever preſumes there was 0 ſuch di- 
te vine oath, lies under a great miſtale in 
« Divinity. 

My ſtumbling-block however is in ſome 
meaſure removed, by what Mr Bate and 
Mr Moody have conceded. And it is ſome 
ſatisfaction to me, that they have at length 
thought fit to explain this matter in a way | 
much leſs offenſive, than that in which it 
was at firſt propoſed, and is yet defended 
by ſome of Mr H's followers. And there 
is ſome reaſon to think from this inſtance, 
that when Zheſe Gentlemen ſhall come to be 
preſſed to a more explicit account of other 
points in Mr H's Plan, they will in like 
manner difagree in their opinions, and the 

more judicious of them will be tempted to 
adjuſt their accounts ſo nearly to the com- 
monly approved opinions, that Mr Z's pe- 
culiaries will be thrown almoſt out of 
fight. 


— $ Ber. 
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SECT. IV. 


LIKE difference of ſentiment will 
neceſſarily ſhew itſelf, in the expo- 
— given by my opponents to thoſe 
ſeveral texts of Scripture which I had cited 
to prove that NI, verb, and noun, were 
as capable of bearing the ſenſe of adjuring, 
and adjuration, as they were of bearing 
thoſe — aatrona, or curfing and 
execration. 

I INSTANCED, I think, in all the 
* where it is taken for a 
verb, or for a noun under the verſion by 
oath. 

My Andes of the wot ware tn. 
, 5x1, when), with two more, men- 
tioned as doubtful whether verbs or nouns. 
P. 15. 


As 
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As to the firſt inſtance, viz. t Joel i. 
$. whereas it is evident from the context, 
that it could neither be taken in Mr C's 
ſenſe of ſwearing, nor in mine of adjuring, 
I ſet it afide, as not appertaining to the pre- 
ſent queſtion. But I remarked that Mr H. 
I thought, had little reaſon to make a doubt 
of its being an inflexion of dh; for, tho 
it is true, as he obſerved, that its being ance 
Jo wrote, is no certain proof of its being the 
verb 7g, yet it is more © regularly form d 
<« from that verb, being the imperative fe- 
« -1;nine from thence, than his myx was, 
« as the part. paſſive.” (Diſſert. p. 16.) 
And now I remark further, that it may re- 
fer to e at ver. 6. which will ſhew the 
reaſon why it is in the frgular number and 
feminine gender, and remove Mr Bates ex- 
ceptions on that ſcore, in p. 17. 
NEveERTHELESS I mention'd in a 
note Oy or Dt gemuit, as an Hebrew root 


yet preſerved in the Arabic, from whence 


it might probably come, if it came not, as 
Mr H. doubted, from tt. This Mr Bare 
lays (p. 19.) is © intirely giving up the 

« derivation from d, and fetching it 
from the Arabic. And fo the Arabic 
= note 
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et note is in direct contradiftion to the rea- 
* ſoning in the book itſelf.” 
Mk Bare of 


drawing up the Diſſertations. But he often, 
by this means, loſes fight of the point he 
, or ought to be, purſuing. _——He in- 
fiſts here upon the word h being plura!, 
like the verbs in verſe the 5th, and appli- 
cable only to the znhbabitants of the land; 
a it with 4 ſingular 
pronoun, and ſays & ha! H ne] put to- 
„ pether may be a word for woe or /amen- 
« zation.” And N e means © there 
ſhall be lamentation like that of a virgin s. 
P. 17. I muſt not fay that he is inconſi- 
ſtent with himſelf, for he adds, what is 
of a piece with the reſt, © this will make 
grammar of it, which Dr Sharps con- 
« ſtruction doth not. P. 18. However 
my conſtruction ſhews, that I did not in- 
*irely give up its derivation from 198. 
Mx Moody, on the other hand, fays, © it 
cannot ſignify lament, or ulula, (p. 39.) 
C unleſs it be an inflexion of , becauſe 


Cc it 
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ce jt will interfere with the of oy, 
* and theſe two words will have ſame 
meaning, n 
« ſitions, therefore it ſhould be render d 
hn interpeſe, or let there be an interpe- 
- he I of 
re 
« with ſackcloth for the huſband of her 
« youth, p. 38.”——He interprets it of 
the Church of Jeruſalem exhorted to inter- 
poſe to a change of her condition. 
ne 
complain of Mr Moody, as of me for under 
hain Im ja the importer mod, Jenin 
gender, and number. And till 
they ſhall adjuſt theſe differences between 
chemeres, my — — 
is the common one, may be thought to 
ſtand good. 


Tg. | Judg. i 2. 


Is Alp this word was the ſecond perfor 
feminine in Kal pret. ſignifying adjurafi, 
the interlineary verſion has it; and this I 
eſpouſed as the moſt obvious and eafy con- 


ſtruction. Diſſert. p. 16. 


Tuna 
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TuxzE of my opponents, who ſpeak 
to it, apree that i is not right, but diſagree 
with each other in every thing elſe. 
Mx Aboab propoſes juraſti in the ſenſe 
of © binding herſelf by oath or vow, to em- 
CY Hee ERIN JS of” ver in 


* making two images.” P. 13. But he 


does not obviate my objection to this, which 
was, that ſhe gave only two hundred the- 


| kels of this ſum for the purpoſe mention d; 


whereas had it been in diſcharge of her 
oath, ſhe muſt have given the whole. 
He fays indeed ſhe referved the re- 


* raphem, and an annual payment for the 


« prieſt.” Bid. But for this ſuppoſition 


he has no ſort of authority. Yet he ſays 

_ * tis the moſt natural, literal, and proba- 
edle explanation, according to the origi- 
nal words.” Bid. And tho the tranſla- 
tions and ſeem to favour me, as 
he owns, © yet (fon he) we now ſtudy 
«© our Bible with better light, and upon 
better foundation, than the tranflators 
* and lexicograpbers did.” P. 14. 

YET neither Mr Hate, nor Mr Moody, 
who ſtudy their Bible with this new and 
better lizhr, can come into this conſtruc- 


tion | 


% mainder for a temple, and epbod, and re- 
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tzon which he extols ſo much. The for- 
mer faith 79K is to be i of © the 
e curſe or bann publickly to be pronounced 
<« upon all who were partners in the theft.” 
P. 20. And becauſe Micabs mother had 
no right to this curſe herſelf, he 
thinks the word is in Hiphil ; and adds 
I hope the Doctor will not retract the 
ce approbation he is pleaſed to give this 
« conſtruction of 7798, when he fays, 
« p. 17. I appears moſt natural: Even one 
« of Mr H——n's friends renders it by, 
te thou execratedſt or adjuredſt me.” Ibid. 
Thais friend was Mr Bate himſelf, Ex- 
aminer Examin'd, p. 19. And however I 
might approve his former conſtruction by 
adjuring, or even by execrating, while un- 
derſtood as the act of Micab's mother, I 
can by no means approve his new interpre- 
tation ; for neither can the verb be, as he 
is not pleaſed to ſuppoſe, in Hipbil, be- 
cauſe it wants the N, the characteriſtic of 
that mood; nor will the circumſtances of 
the times, when this buſineſs happen d, 
correſpond with his conjecture, that ſhe 
might go to the High-Prieſt to have the 
curfe or bann publickly pronounced. 


 BesIDEs, 


e and 
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Bes1DEs, fuch conſtruction, according 


to Mr Moody, © is highly injurious to the 
« character of Micah and his mother. It 


« is that Micah had committed a 
« robbery upon his mother.” P. 39. 


words ryhee Tun er tu adjuraſti, &c. are 
wrong tranſlated: that they ſhould be ren- 
* Fr with me, thou haſt cauſed an 
to be made unto the change, 
«of on wi of iis thine own con- 
W * to change the condition of this 
filver, by dedicating it to Jebovab. 


P. 41. 
No as lam each of theſe Cen- 
| tlemen ſhould * Apart 


(and I wiſh they 


may allow to each other 


the fame liberty) I hope they will permit 


me to abide by mine. 


1 Sam. xiv. 24. © Saul Ow bad adjured 


« the people, ſaying, Curſed be the man, 
« Se.” Thus our tranſlation, which 1 
eſpouſed. 
Bu T Mr Aboab tells me that this is not 
right, for Saul bound himſelf by an oath, 
fwore Bye Tie, WITH the people. 
And thus, the ſenſe (he fays) will be 
very good.” P. 15. 


EEE 


rr. 


rr ly AR ED 40 


nnn rs. 5 OO 


as 9 Pn _; „ 1 
A th Leaked 


to have been in the right. And now he 
makes 5x3 the roat, p- 2 


ing, Gurſed, &c. 


21. whereby the 
meaning may be, that Saul © had ated 
« raſtly and fal ih ith the people, f- 
p. 22. And, fays he, 
had our Tranſlators given us this ſenſe of 
< the word, it had never been called in 


* queſtion.” P. 23. 


Bur I believe it would have been bath 
queſtioned, and eaſily exploded. Becauſe 
there is, I think, no inſtance to be pro- 
duced in which the radical num is caſt away 
before a quieſcent letter, as it muſt be if 
ox comes from 582: and becauſe the ſenſe 
of aqjured is fully confirm d by the expreſ- 


| ton in the 27th and 28th verſes, viz. 


BIN de P26T be charged the youre with 


an oath *. 


* TRE K hath made both theſe exceptions to 
Mr Baze's conſtruftion. — 


Mx 


#7 * 2 
Ma Moody fay © that ap comer as thats 
under d as under any other root 
= Se it will very well bear 
< the ſenſe of interpoſition : For Saul inter- 
* poſed or interfered with the people (by 
< oath) ſaying, Curſed, &c.” p. 36. But 
dy De 267 by which hich dw is imme- 
diately explained, cannot fignify znterpofing 
or interfering with the people, or confiſt 
with this conſtruction any more than it 
doth with Mr Bares acting raſhly. 
Tx reader has now three interpreta- 
tions of this paſſage before him, all of them 
brought to confront the common one, 
which I had appealed to, as ſtrong in my 
favour. And he will chuſe among them 
to his own liking. 

en. 1 Kings viii. 31. 2 Chron. vi. 


22. 

I Ab obſerved, p . 20. that this is the 
infinitive in Hipbil 5 rather Hophal—to 
cauſe him to be adjured. And I cited the 
verſions as agreeing to this ſenſe. Mr Aboab 
renders it, to cauſe him o fwear, to be 
bound by an carb, p. 16. 

Bu r Mr Bate, p. 23. puts in his © nun- 

e placet,” and ſays, « This may as well be 
called @ noun as @ verb in the infinitive. 


For, 


- 


5 e him to become 


„ 
* For,” as he adds, N 


Bur then, as if he had conceded too 
much in this conſtruction, be varies it in 
3. where it ſtands thus : © If any man 
* wefpal againſt his neighbour, and a 
e curſe be laid upon him—fo bring bim un- 
« der a curſe, &c. Here he makes 115Rn 
a verb; or elſe he ſhould render it, as he 
did before in the caſe of an oath, viz.—4 
curſe be laid upon him for his curſe: And 
then he will preſerve his now, tho to what 
good ſenſe he himſelf muſt determine. 

Bu r by which ſoever of theſe conſtruc- 
tions he ſhall chuſe to abide, Mr Moody 
will reject it as much as he doth Mr Aboad's 
or mine. For he int WI * to 
e cauſe him to 758, or to make or cauſe 
NR an interpoſing perſon, 
* or to znterpoſe in the affair.” P. 55. 

Ox would imagine that the perſon in- 
ber ping in this cafe ſhould be the Magi- 
grate or High-Prieft : For Mr Bate him- 
ſelf allows, that this text ſpeaks of © a curſe 
pronounced by the High-Prieft, in order 
to duſcover the truth, p. 33. But, if I 

2 | under 
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Moady right, it is the tref- 
paſſer, „ 
enquiry, that is the inter paſer. For he ſays, 

A tocauſcor ſubpœna him to interpoſe, and 
« the 79 the perſon ſo / 
< fore thine ne, Ge. P. 5 


2 5 x. 4. I had left 
it doubtful whether they were verbs in the 
infinitive mood, or to be i of oaths 
or curſes as nouns ; and I thought no body 
would be poſitive in aſſerting either way. 
But Mr Bate fays, p. 23. that to him 
« there ſeems no doubt of their being nouns ; 
« particularly Hef. iv. 2.” the firſt of them. 
On the other hand, Mr Aboab is even 
much ſurprized J ſhould make any doubt 
« in the word 7198 Hof. iv. 2. whether it 
te be a verb in the infinitive mood. The 
context requires it to be conſtrued ver- 
« bally, and nat as a ncun, which will make 
no ſenſe, neither will the Hebrew admit 
of ſuch a conſtruction. P. 16, 17. 

Mr doubt therefore may continue, for 
any thing either of them have ſaid to re- 


| move it. 


I nave. 


verb : And I ſhall cloſe this article with 
two or three inferences from what has been 
1. Tur this ch which they would 
make the root of Elabim, is an imper- 
fe& verb with a mutable dn, for that 
letter to be changed or caſt away 
in all inſtances above given; excepting 
that where Mr Bate affirms it to be a noun. 
Therefore if I have made a right diſlinctian 
between perfect and imperfett in verbs with 
the final N, this verb muſt not be deemed 
the root of . 
"© TRAT © fing it were the root, 
ing to their h is, yet as far as 
appears from the examples above, it doth 
not fairly yield chat ſenſe in which Mr H—n 
explains its derivative Elabim, tho it yields 
another in which Elabim has been more 
properly underſtood by other Etymologiſts. 
And after all that my nents have faid 
on the texts cited, it is no leſs queſtionable 
and doubtful than it was before, whether 
the verb ever ſignifies fimply to ſwear. For 
tho Mr Aboab has given it that ſenſe in his 
12 con- 


3. Wurz As Mr Bate ſays, p. 17. 
te that there is but one inſtance where the 
t verb dh occurs as a verb undoubtedly, 
© nay, that ibe Doctor himſelf even doubts 
« of that.” It appears, I think, from this 
review of the texts, that he was miſtaken 
both in what he ſaid of the verb, and in 
what he faid of me. A diſpute about my- 
ſelf is not worth upholding, in reſpect of 
theſe little miſrepreſentations of my mean- 
ing. Let others judge, from what I wrote, 
what my doubts were. But I ſhould ob- 
ſerve, that if it be true, as he ſays, that 
rde the verb occurs but once, undoubtedly 
(he had faid in Examiner Examin'd, twice 
only as a verb) the leſs reaſon is there to lay 
ſo great a ſtreſs, as Mr H. did, and ſome of 
his followers do, on one particular ſenſe of 

a verb 


1171 i 
2 verb but once uſed : eſpecially as ne 
(Jag. xvii. 2.) is the fingle inflance re- 
 ferrd to, which is capable, from the cir- 
der of the hiftory in the context, of 
a variety of conſtructions than any 
other 758 in the Bible, which hath been 
accounted a verb. Four ſenſes 
1 I mentioned in the Diſertatians, p. 16, 
. (to which J refer the reader) where 
[oblerved that, of all the four, Mr C. had 
upon the ſenſe that was laft pro- 
bable. But I muſt needs fay nom, ſince 
Mr Bate's new conſtruction hath appear'd, 
from a conj of his on; that it is the 
another new conſtruction of Mr Moody's 
from another conjecture, that the verb 
here mention'd comes from the root h, 
denoting interpofition. (See what I have 
tranſcribed from them in the 
pages, where this text is re-examined) I 
lay, fince theſe further conſtructions have 
been given to the verb, differing from each 
other, as well as from the four former, 
there is ſtill leſs reaſon to inſiſt peremptorily 
on the certainty of that given by Mr H. and 
Mr C. — 4 
13 their 


well as in thoſe which I have now made 
opponents, my reader will judge for him- | 


11 


491 


SECT. v. 


F WOULD willingly have ſaved the 
trouble of going through the nowns, in 
the fame manner that I have gone through 
the verbs, if I had not reaſon to ſuſpect that 
my dropping this part of the Defence, would 
de interpreted by my opponents as intirely 
giving up the naums to their conſtructions. 
„ 60 ae 
I produced, p. 
prong oe a Gen. xxiv. 41. 
The word is TIRD, twice uſed in the ſame 
verſe. LXX. ano vg apa; pr are ru 0pxX4Cpas 
S 
Mz Bate and I have no difference here, 
fave that he thinks the Engliſb verſion by 
Abraham's cath © is not ſo natural and in- 
. 14 *« telli- 


[ 120 ] 
Fas it would be by execration.” 
þ. gt. Where I make cab in the ff of 
W e 


ee in lene. And 

Mr Moody allows it in the ſenſe of adjura- 

„ e 
. 

e ſo fortunate as to eſcape 
cenſure, even upon this article where I 
the author of the 
me ay of ren fp | that ex- 
4 Ten (ee 84.) 
« would have it thought that aaths belong 
<«« more" properly to the perſons who admin- 
fer them, than to ſuch as fake them. 80 
that Tas: to read in a late 
* chat the ALE between Abra- 
<« ham and his ſervant, was the oath of him 


* who 122 NOT the 


1 5. 58. an senen 4r- where 
che dee is called Abraham's, nor becauſe be tork an cath 
bimfelf, but becauſe he adminifired one, as the Docter alledges, 
I anſwer, had it been as erpreſsly ſaid, that Moſes adjured 
or ſwore the people, Deu. xxix. 12. as it is there ſaid that 
Abraham agjured or ſwore his ſervant, there might have 
deen ſome colour of pretence that the 75 was called God's 
Au, becauſe Moſes adjured the people in his name. 


cc ſer- 


Plan hath found * 


poſitions. 

Now if I have faid this, or any thing 
from which this may be juſtly inferr'd, 1 
deſerve a much ſeverer cenſure than he 
has beſtowed on this occaſion. 
IMA obſerved, that what is called 

Abraham's oath, (my cath in our verſion) 
was properly =, bis adjuration, p. 27. 
And: then 1 fubjoin a inſtance of 
the uſe of the word in Ezekzel, where the 
King of Babylon adjured the King of Judah, 
and where the h 
again tender d oath) © is called the King 
_ « of Bahyln's cih, and not the King of 
% Tudab's; as in the foremention'd cafe of 
* Abraham, the 717K was bis who adjured, 
* and not the ſervant's who was fworn.” —— 
Warner 


my 
Juration was properly Abrahants, though, 
the obligation of it was upon him who was 


ſworn 


„ tho there 


\ 
* 


[162] 
coden by it. Aud 1 would have added this 
epson, HI had thought it poſſible for 
#hyTeader to have Düften iny meaning. 
Der foie mare of this letined Genrle- 
VE iniſlake is) really owing to himfelf, 
M nor reading and tranſcribing my words 
With that attention he ſhould have uſed, be- 
fore he proceetled to F had faid, 
Ir the cle ef ene, "the wine was bis 
and ur the ſervant's who was 
fworn. Bor be zives it for the, that © the 
« ALE between rabum and his fervant, 
© was the OATH of him who adjured 
d and 1 it, of the fervants who 
* wi fivorn.” And then inveighs againſt 
— fach a way of ſpeaking or writing, 
35 may have an evi influence on human 
denz, Or.“ 
Tur wrath is, r den 


| f cath ; whereas I 32 


to call it Nis 7 t rather than his oath, as 


it was, in my conſtruction, more properly 
his a4urariet than his cath. Nevertheleſs, 
Ido not take upon me to blame our Tran- 
Nation, neither will he venture, Tpreſume, 
todo fo. 


Wurm 


2s I ſhewed at | b. 27. and the fame is called 
God's cath in the other + not be- 
eue God bed fer sf as 1 Regel 
b. 28. but becauſe the aurian by the 
was made in God's name. _ 
"Tax us 1 intended to make ef that 
two texts, in explaining Dent. xxix. 12. 
which comes next in order, was apparent, 


TT) 
thtiefore my conftruRion muſt not be al- 
lowgP e nd; the” how'to fer * aide, 


difficulty. Mie t& 0 
n ee thinks it ptoper tw drop the 
enquity ir 'refpeCt to all 'the thee texts. 
MEARS fir othin _—__ 
5% outs,” and v | 


in N \ Babyls 1 g 
coidttant wich che Ki | of Nl, «*and- 
. Th 15 "i an execration. 
OT FO ne ne bot but 
« includes himſelf.” P. 35. Why bo? This 
i: neither fad nor implied in the phraſe 
aides dn kay. nor is there reaſon to think 


them, or, in Mr Bates file, Lid « * 


ce the prophs | LES and 
5 — 2 SEED wat 


| which he hath alſo defpilec, 
I recompenſe upon his own bead. 


* Gov': Ale in Deut. xxix. was rr 
all future generations. — And truly is 
which the King of Judah is faid to have deſpiſed, Exet, 
vii. 19. and which is properly called God's Me. P. 60. 


Bur 


Ein the 

. vis. I wil 

ſpredil niy net won. be talen 

* flare, ind Foil ike Tioga 
ing ans wil out 99h es there 


ke Wal in ver. 16. which wite tht cach 
and'covenant'of the Ring of Babylon. And 
Gol's cath d covenent with Abrakam, or 
his curſe on the people in general, Ce. 
cannot, for that reaſon, be the h. and 
ru in this place. 

Bo r che juſt conſtruction of this paſſage, 
which T think they have not been able to 
ſet aſide, will lead us to an eafy conſtruc- 
tion of the next paſſage, which is of more 
importance in this diſpute, and is one of 
a, their 


[17]. 
her from Nn. viz. 


„ d 1 
« enter into covenant\ wich Land thy 
God, and into his aa (| which 
ce the Lord thy God mae with thee 
« this day.” „„ 3 2698: ates 

I'sAa1D nher p. 29) "There won 06 


more room to infer from hence, that God 
himſelf taal an oath at that time, than there 


was in the former caſe, where the King of 
Babylon's adjuration was alſo called God's 
And that this is bes oath in the fame 


F 
2 which the Lord 
* thy God maketh with thee this day. 
P. 29. 

Taz author of the Chriſtian 
us, p. 22. © that this is one of thoſe re- 


e markable in the Old Teſt. 


„which have been alledged as incontefie- 


ble proofs of the primary meaning of the 
1 — 2 « word 


Plan tells 


{ 128 } 
* word ALE—and fays, There aan 


urine covenant 8 Moab 
was God's covenant with the people, tho 


made with them by Moſes in God's name, 
10 


[ 129 ] 

ſo the oath by which they were adjured to 
the faithful performance of their parts in 
it, was God's adjuration of them, tho it 
was Moſes who adjured them by God's 
command. And in this ſenſe only it can be 
called, whether properly or not, God's.cath. 


And if this text be an inconteſtable proof of 


the primary meaning of the word ALE I 
think I may claim. it for the ſenſe of ad- 


Juring, _ with. more juſtice than it hath been 


as a proof of God's 


Mz Bate is ſo far from underſtanding 
this text, as the aforementioned author 


he interprets it, as I do, of an oath admi- 
niſter'd by Moſes, in God's name, and by 


God's command, p. 29. only what I call ad- 


miniſtring an oath or adjuring, he ſtill calls, 
for reaſons of his own, curfing. But ac- 
knowledges nevertheleſs that this ſpecies of 
curſing (and he produces this text as an in- 
ſtance of it) was © the method of admi- 
e niſtring an oath : and the perſon it was 
pronounced to, was adjured by it, and 
© took his oath, and came into the curſe, 
* aSit is called, by ſaying Amen to the ex- 
* ecration or curſe.” P. 29. 


KF ® Treg 


doth of God's oath properly ſpeaking, that 


of 


[ 130 ] | 
Tux curſe, as it is called——that is, 


called ſo by himſelf on all occafions. 
Whereby tho he may avoid, in ſome mea- 
ſure, the imputation of agreeing with me, 
yet he leads himſelf into inconveniences by 
it, as often as he would deliver his ſenſe of 
Aab in its applications to God himſelf. 
For then he thinks it more ſafe and proper 
to give Alab untranſlated. 
Tus when © Moſes, in the name and 
ce on the behalf of God, ratify'd the cove- 
<« nant by pronouncing with a loud voice, 
* Curſed be he that obeyeth not the words of 
« this covenant, God brought himſelf un- 
« der the Alab he brought them, and by 
« the ſame general words, p. 37. Thus 
he chuſes to expreſs himſelf, rather than 
by the word curſe or execration, as uſual. 

And fo again in the text before us, God 
<* engaged himſelf as a party in the cove- 
< nant with his people, and to perform his 
< part under an Alab. P. 30. He judged 
execration too harſh a term to be uſed on 
the occaſion. And therefore ſubjoins im- 
mediately, We muſt ſeparate from the 


word Alab (execration or curſe) and ſo {| 
from the word Aleim (execrators or 
* that harſhneſs or offenſive part 

« of 


[ 131 ] 

« of the idea the word curſing or curſers 
« gives to the Enghſh ear. bid. 

Bu er if © Alab is fimply to curſe, and 
e hath no other ſignification, as Mr Bate 
elſewhere teaches, if it © includes all the 
« curſes in the Bible, and in nature.” If 
it © is the curſe or wrath of God follow- 
e ing the proper objects of it, and eating 
as doth a canker,” p. 81. how can we 
ſeparate from it the diſagreeable idea that 
curſing in our language gives? Or if curſe 


or execrate give the idea wrong, why 
ſhould he chuſe to tranſlate the original 
word conſtantly by one or other of thoſe 
improper and offenſive terms? 
_ Hs tells us, p. 34. that tranſlations of 
| theſe paſſages where the Alab is uſed in 
confirming of covenants, © by adjuration, 
or by ſwearing, or the like, clouds the 
<« ſenſe, and loſes the reader a clear idea of 
* the matter.” Hence one would imagine 
that the word he recommends inſtead of 
them, viz. curſe, would give us a clear and 
true idea of the matter. But here again he 
tells us, that we muſt ſeparate from his 
own verſion, by curſe, the harſhnefs or 
offenſive part, 7. e. in effect all that the 
word commonly imports in the Exglliſb 
. tongue; 


[ 132] 

tongue; whereby, I fear, the Engh/h 
reader will ſcarce have any idea left of the 
matter. 

He fays in another place, p. 20. he 
will ſhew that 70 execrate and to adjure 
c are the ſame thing.” Why then ſhould 


he not rather tranſlate dn, when ſpoken 


of God, of adjuration ; ſince this can 


give no offence to the Engliſß ear; will lay 


him under no neceſſity of ſuppoſing what 
he cannot prove, but only ſurmiſes, (ſee 
p. 34.) viz. that God was himſelf in- 
cluded in the denunciation ; and will ex- 
empt him from the hard condition of ex- 
plaining God's part in the affair, by his 
laying himſelf under an —obligation of fo 
harſh an accent, that he hath not the cou- 
rage to tranſlate it, at leaſt not without an 

apology for the word he tranſlates it by? 
Mx Moody's exception to my account of 
this text, lies here: How does it follow, 
p. 59. that (Deut. xxix.) where there is 
not one word of God's adjuring the peo- 
<« ple, the Ale muſt be called God's Ale, 
© becaufe he adjured or ſwore them by 
« Moſes ?” I anſwer, dot is the word which 
imports adjuration in this place, and that it 
was properly aſcribed to God as his adqju- 
| ration, 


. 2 en r 2 


| 
b 
* 
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ration, tho' made by Moſes in his name, 
will a from Mr Moody's own reaſoning 
in the foregoing page, (viz. 58.) If the 
« Berith was God's Berith, then the Ale 
* was alſo his in the fame ſenſe and import. 
« But the Berith was his, for Moſes, in 
« God's name, ſays, I cut off this Berith 
and this Ale with you, therefore the Alc 
et was God's Ale.” 

Bur he obſerves, p. 59. © that it is 


| « expreſsly ſaid, that this God's Ale was 


« after the manner, or to the ſame purport, 
te he had ſworn to their fathers.” No. It 
is only faid expreſsly, that the people ſhould 
« enter into his covenant and oath (158) 


e that day for a people unto himſelf, and 
te that he might be to them a God, as he 
had ſworn (yar) to their fathers,” i. e. 
if they would obediently come into his 
terms, then he would perform what he 
had ſworn to Abraham, TJaac, and Jacob, 
concerning them. 

Bu r fays Mr Moody, p. 57. © God de- 
4 clares to them by Moſes, what he had 


< ſworn to their fathers, viz. to eſtabliſh 


them for a people, and to be to them for 
* Aleim, therefore they were to enter into 
5 "oy an 


[ 134 ] 
« an 3M already exiſting on God's part.” 
No. They were to enter into an chm made 
with them that day, whereby they were to 


bind themſelves to certain condi- 
tions on their part, as God was already 
bound on his part, by what he had ſworn 
(vnn) to their fathers. The fulfilling of 
the oath made to their fathers, belonged 


more to do with it than to qualify them- 
ſelves for the bleſſings that were promiſed 
by it to their progenitors. But the che 
or adjuration, by which God ſwore them 
to obedience that day, belonged py 
to themſelves, and to their poſterity ; and 
into this they were to enter. 

« BuT how could it” (ſays Mr Moody, 


p. 58.) © have init the above conditions on 


God's part, which were made before, 
t and ſworn to their fathers ?” 

I aNnsWER, that the "Og, to which 
the people ſwore, could not contain the 
conditions on God's part, which belonged 
to a former oath of his own, and were to 
be fulfilled by himſelf ; but could only con- 
tain ſuch conditions as belonged to them- 
ſelves to fulfil : by complying with which 


they would be render'd capable of receiv- 


ing 
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ing the benefits conſequent upon God's for- 
—_r ect w that Hikes. 
AND what is here faid is an an- 


ſwer to the ſame argument urged, tho' in a 
different form, in the Chriſtian Plan, p. 23. 
where the inference from ver. 14.— 
te Neither with you only do I make this co- 
tc venant and this oath”——ſtands thus: 

* IT is called NR MAN, pattum iſtud, 
e the oath, even tbat (a falle print, I fup- 
poſe, for the covenant, even that) oed 
« e, juramentum iſtud, THE ALE, 
te even that. Accordingly by this folemn 
« admiſſion into the original covenant, cal- 


led that covenant and that oath, they were 


e intitled, Sc.“ 
Ax D why not his covenant and his 


oath ? What is there in the text, or in the 


context, to lead our thoughts from the 
tranſaction then in hand, to the original co-— 


venant, or indeed to any covenant but that, 


of which this was a renewal, and ſo bears 
a reference to it. When we read a few 
verſes below) Leſt there ſhould be 
among you man or woman, whoſe heart 

* turneth away this day from the Lord 
* and it come to # when he heareth 
K 4 the 


[136] 
te the words of this curſe.” —— [3078 
Deen Nen] can this be juſtly render'd the 
words of the curſe even that, or be ex- 
plained of the original covenant ? FM or Nx? 
is moſt commonly uſed of what is preſent. 


perſons abſent, or things diſtant in reſpect 
of place, yet I do not recollect that it is 
ever applied to things diſtant in reſpect of 
time. However, as R. Dav. ſays, ut Plu- 
rimum rem demonſtrat propinquam. 

BxSI DES, this learned author ſhould 
have found ſome inſtance of a previous oath 
of God, called ALE in SS. or ſome paſ- 
ſage before this in Deut. wherein his ſwear- 
ing is expreſſed by the verb h: Becauſe 
THE ALE even that, hath no proper 


| correlative to which it ſhould be referr'd, 
as God's ſwearing to the Patriarchs is al- 


ways expreſſed by another verb. 

H ap the Scripture diſtinction between 
dhe and y2w3 been attended to by this 
Gentleman, he would have found no place 
for his new illuſtration of this paſſage. 
And had Mr Moody given en proper heed to 
it, he would have avoided thoſe perplexi- 

ties he appears to be under 1 in all his rea- 


ſonings 


And tho' fometimes it may be applied to 


r n A a "0g 


r . r F * . 
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ſonings in this text. Of which we have 


yet ſome more to come. 
Upon their ent ring (ſays he) into 
« this Ale; God was to be their Aleim, 
4 therefore he muſt exiſt in the character 
<« of Aleim, previouſly to their ent ring into 
<« his Ale; nay, previouſly to his ſwearing 
<« to their fathers, becauſe what he ſware 
« to their fathers was to be Aeim to 
cc them.” i | 
How then can this text, or any other 


| where his Ale is mention'd, be a proof 
that he was denominated Aleim from Ale? 


Bur in this fingle expreſſion of being 
« Aleim to Abraham, (ſays an able Divine, 
« who had no turn to ſerve by his re- 
* mark, and who has as little reliſh for 
« Mr H's etymology as the Doctor him- 
« ſelf), is wrapt up the ſubſtance of the 
* covenant of redemption, or of eternal 
* life renew'd to Abraham, Gen. xii. 2, 3. 

YET as this able Divine, by Mr Mozay's 


account of him, doth not interpret Aleim 


Had Mr Bate attended duly to this diſtinction, he 
would have found no room to charge me, p. 102 and 103, 
with inconſiſtency, in allowing that 5X the noun, might be 
aſctibed to God as his act, tho', at the ſame time, I inſiſted 
jag in Scri | : 
| OT 


(138 ] 
of ſiuenrers to a covenant, which is Mr Hs 
interpretation, his ſaying can be of no ſer- 
vice to Mr Mecody's Cauſe, and has, I think, 
no buſineſs here. He might look upon 
this expreſſion, being to to Abrabam, as 
others (who Prone a Hebrew) do on 
being GOD of Abraham, viz. as implying 
thoſe mercies and bleffings to Abrabam and 
his ſeed for ever, which are promiſed in 
the text cited, Gen. xii. And in this ſenſe 

I haye no exception to his ſaying. 
„HERE then (Mr Moody ads) is an 
« evident connexion between the do and 
cs, under which character Jebovab 

« was to exiſt towards them, as ſoon as 
« ever they had enter'd into his N. It 
<< was therefore called his dhe, becauſe it 
* was that chte, by virtue of which he 
« became their cc. Ibid. 

Bur will it follow from hence, either 
that Hrs Ox doth not mean his adjuration, 
or that he had his name cr from bg 
As to any other connexions between the 
words, which will not affect either of 
theſe queſtions, they are of no conſidera- 
tion here. 


To 


[ 139] 

To explain myſclf—and Mer Moody too, 
for I think his argument in this paragraph 
needs ſome illuſtration. 

H1s premiſes were, “he muſt exiſt in 
<« the character of Ale:m, previoully to their 
entering into his Ale.” His concluſion 
is, It was therefore called t Ale, be- 
et cauſe it was that Ale, by virtue of which 
<« he became their Alerm.” 
SURELY the connexion between his pre- 
miſes and his concluſion is not evident. 
Unleſs we will ſuppoſe, (which I take ta 
be the caſe) that Aleim in the premiſes is to 
be underſtood ron 
character, in which he exiſted 
to their entering into his Ale. 8 
in the concluſion is to be underſtood of His 
a inde ay ogy 
of Iſrael; in which ſenſe he became 
THEIR Albin vpun Gas entering into 
his Ale. 
Now in this ight there is « connexion 
between Me His Ale, ver. 12. and 
wn Þ / or a God to thee, ver. 13. be- 

* of 
dhe former, on the people's entrance into 
it. 5 


BuT 
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Bur there is no connexion between this 
obſervation (when made and underſtood) 
and the ſubjef of our debate. For as he 
had his name Aleim previouſly to their en- 
tering into his Ale, and previouſly to his 
ſwearing to their Fathers, therefore he 
could not be denominated Aleim from ei- 
ther of thoſe tranſactions. Neither is the 
interpretation of Won, by His adjuration, 
at all hurt by the reference it bears to 
dr; for that reference is as foreign 
to our preſent queſtion, as if he had argued 
2 connexion between the two words, 
on account of the ſameneſs of three letters 
in each word. 
Tr is further to be obſerved, that Mr 
Moody, in all this part of the diſpute re- 
lating to the ſenſe of Mab in Gen. xxiv. 41. 
Ezek. xvii. 16, 19. and Deut. xxix. 12. 
very much changes his uſual ſtile. We 
hear nothing from him of interpofing ; he 
doth not venture upon any tranſlation or 
explanation of 5998; but he covers his 
meaning, under the original words Ale and 
and Berith, both in tranſcribing the texts 
where they occur, and in his comments on 
thoſe texts. It is hard to uphold a conteſt 
about the meaning of a word, with a per- 


{on 
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fon who gives it no meaning himſelf, but 

plays with it unexplained 1 in his argument. 
Ir his interpretation of Ale by inter po- 
ſition or interpoſer (his words by which at 
other times he renders it) would ſuit with 
theſe paſſages ſo as to give them any con- 
ſiſtent ſenſe, why ſhould he decline to 
tranſlate it here, as he has tranſlated it in 
other places : But if his interpretation will 
not hold in theſe paſſages, then his radical 
idea of Alab will not ſeem to ſuit the 
word in all the uſages and applications 
that are made of it in 88.“ as he hopes, 
p. 60. it will. 
I sHouULD i ſomething likewiſe to 
Mr Bate, upon his rendering 7171 in theſe 
texts, eſpecially in this capital text Deu. 
xxix. 12. by covenant : which, according 
to Mr H. and Mr. C. and even according 
to his own verſion of it in other places, is 
purifier or purification. If we look in his 
account of it at p. 104. where it is conſi- 
dered in our diſpute upon Berith, we ſee 
nothing there about a covenant ; it is either 
purification, or it is Berith untranſlated. 
But in this part of our diſpute, where Alab 
only is concerned, he can allow himſelf to 
uſe covenant, that he may make God a 


party 
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party in the curſe with his people. The 
appearance of which advantage to his con- 
ſtruction of cih had been loſt, if he had 
render'd Berith here, as he doth after- 
wards, by purification. 


Lev. v. 1. 


« IF a man dal hear don Op the voice 
te of ſwearing, and be a witneſs, &c.” 
I BROVGHT this text to ſhew, that the 
rendering of 198 by adjuration, as in the 
margin of our Bibles, in the LXX, and 
by Pagnin, — IOeYy 
fwearmg, p | 
Ma boob takes no notice of this text. 
Mr Bate interprets it by the voice of the 
curſe, or frexancer of « carſe, p- 33. But 
Mr Moody tells us that to hear the voice 
f @ voice, or of words, is an expreſ- 
f. 
* author.” p. 54. He interprets it there- 
fore of a perſon, an znterpoſer, i. e. I ſup- 


poſe, a man ſubpœnaed to give evidence. 
But if he have no better reaſon to give for 


this than mx 5p voice of a voice, being 
an expreſſion highly unclaffical, he might 
as well have ſpared his obſervation. vp in 
66. is appliol to of) kinds of francs, or 
| noiſes, 


_ diſcover the truth, p. 33. only he would 


a Son 
WG ED 2 OR 4 p 
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1431] 
noiſes, from the roaring of thunder, Job 
Xxxvii. 4. to the ſound of a ſhaken leaf, 
Lev. xxvi. 36 *. Among other inſtances 
npyt hy ad ſonitum clamoris, Ezek. xxvii. 
28. K which, whether it would 
go down in a prophane author or not, is 
juſt as much, be voice of a voice, as Ox wal, 
when conſtrued voice of adjuration. 
FRO. Wix. 24. vr MMR © he 
1 curſing, viz. adjuration, and be- 
- a 
Mx Bate agrees with me, that this 15x 
was ſpoken by the High-Prieſt, in order to 


have this and the parallel paſſages render'd 
by curſing, becauſe tranſlating them by 
* adjuration, fwearing, or the like, . 
te the ſenſe, and loſes the reader a clear 
< idea of the matter. p. 34. 

Mx Moody, ſtill intent upon making 
N a perſon, for a reaſon very evident, 
renders Y22 N98 © he heareth he voice 
* of x (che interpoſer)” p. 54. And 
immediately * it is to 


* Sound of going, 2 ; fm. v. 24. Of wings, Exek. x. 
5. Of feet, 1 Kings xiv. 6. 2 Kings vi. 32. Of abun- 


dance of rain, 1 3 xviii. 41.—=In all which places 
PP is uſed. — 


apply 
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apply voice to words, inftead of perſor. 
But p is nat in the Hebrew of this text. 
And is there no impropriety in inſerting, 
in his verſion, the word voice, for which 
there is not a word correſponding in the 
original? And this on purpoſe to make the 
_ paſſage ſpeak his own unſupported ſenſe? 
Mx Aboab firſt miſrepreſents Biſhop Pa- 
tricks paraphraſe which I had quoted, and 
then finds fault with it. The Biſhop para- 
phraſes ye M8 by © he being adjured to 
* diſcover what he knows will not declare 
« jt,” —— This, Mr Aboab ſays, * by no 
te means conveys the meaning 2 the ori- 
* ginal. p. 17. —Why ſo ?—Becauſe © it 
makes don, which is a noun, a partici- 
« ple paſſive, being adjured, and what ſenſe 
__ «would it ny to - gh heareth, being 
© ggjured, and bewrayeth it not? Bid. 
Bur this ſolœciſm is not from the Bi- 
ſhop, but from Mr Aboab himſelf, by 
joining he heareth to the Biſhop's para- 
phraſe, in which both the hearing and the 
adjuration are included. Nor doth the Bi- 
ſhop make a participle paſſive of the noun, 
but only makes hearing an adjuration, equi- 
valent in ſenſe to being adjured, like a good 


I Have 
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i nave confirmed this conſtruction of 


the Biſhop from other authorities, particu- 
larly from the LXX. Diſſerr. p. 30. 
And I ſcruple not to leave it, without fur- 
ther examination, to the judgment of the 


reader, whether the Biſhop's Paraphraſe, 
or Mr Aboad's inter pretation *, be moſt 


agreeable to the text, tho' the one 
be repreſented as nonſenſe, and the other 
as common ſenſe. 


1 Kings viii. 31. and 2 Chron. vi. 22. 


If any man treſpaſs againſt his neigh- 
te bour, and an oath (78) be laid upon 


s him to cauſe him to ſwear, and the oath 


„(b) come before thine altar in this 
_ © houſe, &c.” 

THexsz two Mlabs J interpreted by the 
adjuration of the High-Prieſt, referring to 


other authorities for that conſtruction. 


 Difert. p. 30, 31. 

TRE objection made to is, that 
the latter dh muſt ſignify the perſon not 
the thing. Mr Moody. 08, And this 


„ Bur to fay—he heareth fearing, viz. (Decla- 


rations of robbing, killing, &c. which is the very cha- 


racter of a rogue, and maketh no diſcovery) is common ſenſe, 
ind ſetteth forth a common Practice. Mr Aboab, p. 18. 


L he 


— — — — — — q 
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e ee hs 
perſonally uſed. For he fays © the do 
« that ls wes Te! was 
the perſon who was ſubpœnaed to inter- 
% pole; and oath or aqjuration, according 
« to the Doctor, affords no ſenſe at all.” 
Mx Bate alſo ſuggeſts ſomething of the 
like nature. One would think” (fays 
he) © it meant the 
« the curſe rather than the curſe, p. 33.— 
But however 1 inaccurate it may ſeem to fay | 
in Engliſh, that an oath or adjuration is 
brought, or comes, before the altar, yet the 
Hebrew word $12 F is not improperly uſed 
in this application of it. No more is n, 
which is applied to the former d o in this 
verſe, tho, if it were render d ſtrictly ac- 
cording to the letter, it would appear alto- 
gether as inaccurate in our language. 
GEN. xxvi. 28. © Let there be an 
« oath (NH) between us, Ec. LXX. Tocd. 


I Tur verb X13 i uſed with h, Jer. x. 22. And 
Gen. xviii. 21. and Exod. iii. 9. d NR Ppyx, The cry 
is come unto me. And in this ſame chapter, wiz. 1 Kings 
viii. 59. we have this expreſſion, 'n 1027 VT, 
Let my 4vords be nigh unto the Lord. And Gen. vi. * 
The end of all fleſh, 5 25 NI is come before me. 


Turs 


perſon who pronounced ; | 
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Tuts being the only text re 
which the noun is render'd oath, 1 
it not unreaſonable to interpret it conform- 


bly to the preceding texts by adjuration, 


eſpecially as I had authorities (See Diſſert. 
p. 31—34.) for fo doing. 

Ma Moody is pleaſed to leave the ſenſe of 
mined. He neither tells us whether it 
ſhould be interpreted of an oath, or a care, 
or adjuration, or 1 ion. He ny 
tells us, that Mbimelech ſays unto Jaac, Let 
there be an nx ly between us; 
tual ſatisfaction or — to each other,) 


chat van here includes 758, p. 74. 


Mx Aboab drops the only point he ſhould 


have proved, if he had been able, againſt me, 
diz. That my conſtruction could not ſtand 


(for if it may ſtand the conſonancy of it 


with all other texts abovemention'd, will 


give it the preference to the common inter- 
pretation by cath, &c.) and . him- 
ſelf on a I had quoted from Lud. 


de Dieu, whom he ſuppoſes to have been 


miſtaken in his conſtruction of 2 (in 
the next verſe) by curſed, for that it al- 


ways in Scripture fionified bleſſed, p. 18. 
1 As 
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As for inſtance, whenSatan is repreſent- 
ed ſpeaking to God, ob ii. 5. © Put forth 
ce thine hand now, and touch his bone and 
te his fleſh, and he will curſe thee, ] 
he will % thee (ſays Mr AG. to thy 
face. 

AGAIN, 1 Kings xxi. 10 and 13. 
m BTR 123 TM, © Naboth hath bloſ- 
te phemed God and the King,” Mr Aboab will 
have it render d, Naboth hath bleſſed the 
« Elohim and the King.” They who are 


will find them at p. 18 and 19. And 
Mr Kalmar's reply to them at p. 20 and 21. 

IT is not indeed 
ſhould adhere ſtrictly to the conſtruction of 
Ta in theſe texts by cur/ng or blaſpheming®. 
But that it ſhould always fignify, and ſhould 
always be render'd by bleſs, ſeems to me a 


notion grounded merely on a falſe princi- 


ple, that the ſame word cannot admit of 


— cations. 


dee the ſenſe of the word in Fob. ii. 5. diſcuſſed in 
the notes; Dr Grey's Edit. And in Mr Peter's Critical 


Diſſertatian, p. 64 and 66. And the paſſage in Kings by 
| Mr Kalmar, p. 22. 


* 


curious to ſee his reaſons for theſe verſions, 


neceſſary that we 
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Mz Bate comments on this tranſaction 
between Abimelech and Jaac differently 


from Mr Abaab. He renders dn by curſe, 
but he fo ſoftens the term in his expoſi- 
tion of the betwixt the parties, 
as to reſolve it into my e ion, VIS, 4 
reciprocal adjuration. © It doth not appear 
that they pronounced it on each other, 
but betwixt them, as if each had faid, 
&© Curſed is he, &c. I give his words in the 
margin . 

BuT whether he will allow that he 
agrees with me or not, yet he equally with 
me oppoſes Mr C. who gave this text as 
foremoſt in the roll, to prove that e the 

noum literally ſignifies an cath, juramentum : 
without inquiring, or ſo much as giving 
any intimation, whether it might not, in 
this paſſage, bear another ſenſe. 


T* 4BIMELECH, as a ſovereign Prince, pro- 
** nounces a curſe betwixt himſelf and aac. And H[/aac, 
In God's Prince, EITINA X23 pronounced the curſe 

** likewiſe. But it doth not appear that they pronounced 
it on each other, but betwixt them, as if each had ſaid, 

** Curſed is he that keepeth not the words of this covenant, 
and ſo each included himſelf.” P. 34. 

* 4BIMELECH fays to J/aac, Let there be an 
, De curſe pronounced berwixt us. And IT” they 
* fvere to each other.“ P. 83. | 


bs FROM 
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FroM what has been now faid concern- 
ing the Scripture-meaning of TIX the now, 
I hope it will appear to the candid reader, 
that I have made good my former in- 
ferences, (Diſſert. p. 35.) viz. 

1. THAT nM 6 nt applied to @ per- 
fon in any of the abovementioa'd texts where 
it occurs. Or, if it might be applied in one 
or two of them, in which Mr Moedy will 
have it ſo applied; yet it cannot in thoſe 
texts ſignify a perſon ſworn to a covenant, 
which is the ſenſe required by Mr H. and 
Mr C. in order to accommodate it to their 
conſtruction of its plural . 
2. Tur it is not neceſſarily to be un- 
derſtood in Mr Cs ſenſe of oath, whereby 
one hinds ones ſelf to the performance of any 
thing, but may be underſtood in all theſe 
texts, and x:uft be underſtood in ſome of 
them in the ſenſe of adjuration, whereby 
one * e 
thing 
which i ſhall now 3 
vx. 

* HAT as my opponents differ from 
cath other in their expoſitions of every text 
they have examined upon this article, one 
Con- 
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conſtruing Alab by oath, another by curſe, 


and — 5 by inter peſition or interpoſer, 
they have abundantly verified what I ſaid, 
(Diſſert. p. 37.) that it is doubtful and 
queſtionable whether this word ever ſignifies 
ſimply an cath. 

Turin diſagreements among themſelves 
do not indeed make my conſtruction the 
more probable. (It muſt ſtand upon its 


OWN —_— ) But they ſhew that the 


ſignification of the word is not ſa clear and 
determinate as Mr H. and his firſt followers 
repreſented it to be, when they gave out 


the undoubted (as they pretended). etymo- 
log of Elahim. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
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SECT. VI. 


\HERE were a few texts cited in 

the D:ſſertations to prove God's act 
Jof ſwearing in SS. was expreſſed by Niſb- 
bang. And that God's having ſworn to 
the 23 would account Br thoſe re- 
ferences in the New Teſtament to his oath, 
which the Gentlemen on the other fide ap- 
peal to as references to his oath before the 
Creation, from whence he was denominated 


Alerm. The firſt and principal of theſe 
texts is 


Gen. xxii. 16. 


« By my ſelf have I fworn, ſaith the 
© Lord that in bleſſing I will bleſs 
<« thee, Sc. 


Ox by my ſelf I fwear 1rwaAe) 12. The 
fame expreſſion occurs in the other texts I 


[153 1 
had quoted, viz. Iſo. xlv. 23. Jer. xxxii. 
5. and xlix. 13. 
Tuer tell me this verb comes from 
yaw ſatur fuit : and the meaning of it 
F CS 
+ ſutisfattion,” Mr Moody, p. 76. 
— 10 it is 
I have given fch ſecurity as ſhews I may 
c be truſted.” Mr Bate, p. 81. 

How proper theſe expoſitions are, ſhall 
be enquired into below in the Section upon 
Radical Ideas, where the verb yaw3 ſhall 
be more particularly confidered. At pre- 


ſent, as no doubt is made of its being ex- 


prefiive of God's oath to Abraham, I ſhall 


to chis oath in the New Teſtament. I cited 
two, viz. Lule i. 72. 
Ofen os wort mge; Abgaay. 
And Heb. vi. 13. 
« WHEN God made a promiſe to. Abraham 


xas Tartu pu ce, Which are the words 
of the oath to Abraham, 2 


Old Teſtament. 


Tun 


F © 
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to the references made 


| 
| 
| 
| 
4 
| 
| 
| 


not with equal — of the certainty 
of their on notions about it. 
Mz Moody fays, p. 77. that this text 
« evidently refers to an antemundane tran- 
« faction, from which, as we fay, the 
«« Divine Perſons are called ALEIM.” | 
Bur Mr Bate, © We may fairly culled 
e from theſe texts, that Age cavenental God 
« was confirmed by oath, when firſt made.” 
p. 76. And we may juſtly heck for the 
« date of the Aab in the covenant, of 
which it was ſo material a part.” 16:4. 
Mx Moedy ſupports one aſſertion by ano- 
ther, ug. That the oath to Abrahan 
e confifted of two parts. The firſt is, that 
< the ſeed of Abraham ſhould be made the 
<« channel to convey the bleſſing down to 
Kall generations. This * is new, and 
« ratified 
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<< ratified to Abrabow by 2 yaw,” or 1 
am made a ſatisfattion. 
as an 
« ſhould be bleſſed in the ſeed of the wo- 
« man. This part is ald, and what God, 
« zoho cannot . N 24 
« began.” Or, (=p x e, 


—— before the Moſaic Diſpenſa- 
"Tra this aſt is the efcntial part of 


te. the yaw made to Abraham, and is the 


« ſubject matter of the oath referr'd to” by 
the Apoſtle. 


« $o that he evidently refers to an ante · 


« mundane tranſaction. p. 76, 77. 
Now had St Paul told us that it was a 
twofold promiſe, the one part old, the 
other new ; had he ex 


appear he had reſpect to the eſſential part 
of it, or the promiſe before the world, and 


ham's perſon, we could have had no doubt 
about it. But as we have only Mr Moody's 
authority for it, it is not ſo neceſſary we 
ſhould admit it into proof. 
ESPECIALLY when it appears at length 


tht he has no beter ground for for his con- 


19 2 
to the cath in ſuch manner, that it might 


not to the formal part or promiſe to Abra- 
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jecture, than that there is no incaſſtency in 
ſuppoſing it to be as he ſays ——< What 
« reaſon for this oath to Abraham, that 
ce will not equally hold with regard to an 
<« antemundane one? p. 77. If God wil- 
led to interpoſe by oath for the fake of 
« Abrabam and his poſterity, why ſhould 
« it ſeem inconſiſtent with the Divine na- 
te ture and attributes, for God to interpoſe 
t by, what among men is called an oath, 
« when bis counſel, viz. the plan of re- 
e demption was firſt decreed ?” p. 78. 
Bur I have obviated theſe queſtions be- 
fore. It is the Buſineſs of theſe Gentlemen 
to prove the fact of an oath before the world, 
not to ſuppoſe it. We have proof of God's 
oath to Abraham in both Teſtaments. We 
have none of the antemundane oath in 
either. And if God willed to interpoſe 
an oath, or t, for the ſake of Abraham, 
and his poſterity, this doth not ſhew the 
conſiſtency of a promiſe to his creatures, 
before there were creatures to whom it 
could be made; nor the conſiſtency of 
the Three Perſons engaging by an dyn 
among themſelves for the fake of men, ſee- 
ing they could not want affurance from 
each other, concerning the future accom- 


pliſh- 


1 
pliſhment of any of their gracious deſigns 
of mercy towards men; nor the conſi- 
ſtency of their entering into ſuch dx for 
the aſſurance and conſolation of man, till 
ſuch time as man exiſted, and was capable 
conſolation that ſuch oath would give him. 
I fay, if there be no plain proofs from 
Scripture of this original antemundane 
oath, I believe the conjectures formed upon 
the propriety or conſiſtency of ſuch a thing, 
will not avail much towards inducing peo- 
ple to admit it as a fundamental article of 


Revealed Religion. 


Mx Bate, who ſpeaks pretty much from 
the ſame topics with Mr Moody, puts the 
diſtinction between Shebah and Alab in a 
ſomething different light. They are not 
the two parts of which the oath to Abrabam 
conſiſted, according to Mr Moody ; but re- 
late to the ſame oath, firſt as made, and 
next, as repeated. © Alah, or curſe pro- 
* nounced, was the firſt and original oath, 
d and is ſtrictly ONLY what we mean by 
* an oath. yIW3 is only a reference to 
** ſome prior act, or ſome other act which 
gave ſatisfaction, aſſurance, or fufficient 
* credit. The act to which it refers in 

© Scrip- 


= FW? : becauſe yar! itſelf is 
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« Scripture, when ſpoken of God, is the 
« Mah of the covenant, Sc. p. 82. 
So this accounts, according to him, for 
the whole matter, and — how the 
me Aba, refer to an Alab before the world, 
tho' his reference be immediately made to 
only a re- 
« ference to a prior act, viz. the Alab of 
© the covenant.” 

ALLowinG Mr Bate's diſtinction to 
be a true one, he needed not to have been 
ſo tender in his expreſſions, when he 
treated on this ſubject, p. 76. vi. We 
«* may fairly collect that the covenant was 
* confirmed by oath.—— And we may 
« juſtly hook for the date of the Alab in the 
« covenant, &c.” For upon the footing 
of this diſtinction, 42 
de fully claim'd for an antemundane oath, 
and the common conſtructions both of 


Tus obligation God laid himſelf under to Abraham, is 
expreſſed by ſaying, He aw was ſworn to Abrabam. 
And is a word properly uſed, when ſpeaking of the mercy 
(promiſed or) being promiſed to him. But doth not exprefs, 
as Alah does, the mutual obligation or tye which held both 
parties. YA] is not a covenant, dn is: or is what is 
equivalent. And therefore it is 2/758 which muſt be uſed 
to expreſs perſons in covenant, p. 83, 84. 
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yaw) and cawp:, which have occaſioned 


the miſapprehenſions on this ſubject, may 
be clearly laid aſide. 


Bur if this diſtünctioh of Mr Bate's 
will not do, as being arbitrary and unſup- 
ported, yet the author of the Cbriſlian 
Plan has another that may, viz. Whereas 
the © original covenant conſiſted of two 
< parts, the firſt, an engagement to create 
e the world, the ſecond, an et 
<« for the redemption of man; the two 
« Fhebrew words for ng exactly cor- 
* reſpond with this ſuppoſed ſtate of the 
* Se or Nafivang relates princt- 

ce pally to the firſt part, tho? conſidered 

« nerally, as a promi ſſory oath.” p. 31. 
Whereas © ALE is an execratory oath, or 
< engagement for the proviſional rememp- 
tion of mankind,” p. 30. 

Bu r in this diſtinction between Al and 
nnn For Shebah is fo far from 
being firſt in order or in that 
_ © it preſuppoſes an Alab and includes it,” 
p- 75. © nay, it is a conſequence of Alab. 
p- 74. I ſhall add more of their diffe- 
rences on this head in the ſection concerning 
Radical Ideas, and I ſhall only note at pre- 

tent, 
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ſent, how their diſtinctions ſtand in their 
+ reſpective applications to the two texts 
which we are comparing with each other. 

TRE oath to Abraham” (fays the au- 
then of the Ciao Flan, p. 53-) men- 
d Gen. xxii. 16. was evidently 4 
" promiſſory bath, for which the verb ni 
* bang is uſed, Sc. But, according to 
my Bate, it was only a reference to Alah, 
the curſe and, according to 
Mr Moody, it was both promiſſory and exe- 
cratory, for as a ſbebab it 1. included Alb 
and the eſſential part, or ſubject matter of 
it, was that which was concluded upon by 
an Aab before the world. 

Bu r now, till theſe diſtinctions are ad- 
juſted with more accuracy, it will not be 
unreaſonable in me to abide by what I ſaid 
before, that all the reaſoning of the Apo- 
“ ſtle is relative to God's oath to Abraham, 
« in ver. 13. and that nothing can be ga- 
* thered from it, whereby it may appear 
that any oath of Gad, prior to that, is fo 
much as referr'd to.” Diſſert. p. 64. 

THERE is indeed a large anſwer given 
in the Cbriſtian Plan to my obſervation on 
the Apottle's reaſoning in the 6th Chapter 
to the Hebrews, being relative to the oath 
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made to Abraham ; (from p. 47, to 62.) 
wherein he takes notice that © Parap 


hraſts 
and Expoſitors 


s have not done juſtice to 
the inſipid writer in their interpretation 
« of the 17th and 18th verſes, (p. 48.) 
« and in generally ſuppoſing that the latter 
 < part of this chapter, from ver. 13. to the 
nend of it, is to be underſtood wholly of 
« what 1s faid to be tranſacted between God 
« and Abraham, fince the inſpired penman 
Hof this epiſtle refers to it in the 13th ver. 
„. 5.) 

I canNoT undertake to reply to all, or 
to a great part of what this learned author 
| hath ſaid on this ſubject, becauſe there is a 
great part of it in which I am not ſure 
what his meaning was. But in ſome of 
the principal pornts, (as I conceive) and 
where, I think, at leaſt, I may be certain 
of his meaning, I will take the liberty of 
delivering my ſentiments. 

Epeoilever on. The laſt words of ver. 17. 
The verb gerd, he fays, indiſputably 
e ſignifies mediatorem agere,” p. 47. 80 
the words, fairly render'd, fay, He was, 
*© or became, a mediater by oath.” p. 54. 

Bo r doth woldwo ſigniſy nothing more 
than mediaterem efſe, del agere? He ſets 

M Sc abula 
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Scapula at the head of his vouchers for this 
| ſenſe, who gives it indeed, but with this 
addition, © Item intervenio, interpono 
&« me, ut in Ep. ad Heb. c. vi. eoileuer on, 
te interpoſuit fe cum jurejurando, &c * 

AGAIN, he obſerves that this oath, by 
which he became mediator, © was the 
© oath of his conſecration to be our ever- 
« laſting High-Prieft.” Bid. And the 
e declaration accompanying this oath, is 
« penn'd in the very ſame words in the 
« Pſalms, as in the 5th, 6th, and 7th 
te chapter of the Hebrews.” Ibid. 
TIF all this be allowed him, then he 
takes for granted the antemundane oath 
will follow as a conſequence, unleſs we can 
ſhew that this oath of conſecration was 
made fince the Creation. « For ſuch as 
* will not allow this ſolemnity to have 
been performed by and between the Elo- 
him before the Creation of this ſyſtem, 
* ought to aſſign ſome other time, when the 


„ „ Mza:J:usy eft aliquid agere interponendo, v. g. 
cum non adhibetur fides verbis jueos]evounr dt: opus. Id 
Deus hoc loco dicitur feciſſe. Cameron. ad loc 

Ex Latino intern: dicuntur autem Latinis inter- 
venire qui ſidem alicujus ſulciunt. Sic Deus ſuam ipſe 
fſidem ful ſit jurejurando.”” Grot. in loc. 


« Lord 
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« Lord fware, and conſecrated the Son of 
« God to his everlaſting Prieſthood.” Bid. 

AND thus the proof for tbe oath before 
the world, dwindles at length into an argu- 
ment ad ignorantiam. St Paul has not aſ- 
figned the time of this oath, but only re- 
ferr'd to the Prophet who firſt revealed it. 
And whoſoever ſpeaks more poſitively about 
the time of it, than can be clearly collected 
from what the Prophet has revealed about 
it, goes further, in my opinion, than he 
can juſtify. And therefore, I think that 
ſuch as will not allow this oath to have 
been fince the Creation, ought to aſſign 
ſome good reaſon, why © this oath or di- 


vine aſſurance was earlier than the Pro- 


<« phet by whom it was 3 ” as I ob- 
obſerved in the Differt. p 
His other expoſition * I would take 


notice of, is that of the words next follow- 


ing, ccc ile oguwy VIZ. La da 9.0 rg. 
ahallabelun, by two immutable things. Theſe 
are commonly interpreted of God's pro- 
miſe, and his cath. But he fays, p. 48. 
that © upon a ſuppoſition that the oath of 
* the Mediator, or God-Man, by which 
< this 18th verſe fays he mediated, was 
both promiſſory and execratory, and re- 

M 2 __ garded 
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« garded the two great and principal works 
« of the Elobim, viz. The creation of the 
« world, and the redemption of man, then 
«theſe two engagements ſtrictly unchange- 
able, might probably be alluded to in 
_ © this place, Sc.” 

Bu i is that juſtice hereby done to the 
place which the Parapbhraſis and Expoſitors 
| have not done to it? Is it not as probablr 
that the Apoſtle had in his eye the promiſe 
and oath to Abraham, the mrayyaz and one; 
he had been ſpeaking of juſt before, as 
that he ſhould allude to a Shebab and an 
Aab before the Creation, of which no ac- 
count is given either here or in any other 
part of Scripture?· Unſupported affer- 
tions, (as this author juſtly ſays a little 
below, p. 54.) can have no weight 
againſt plain texts of Scripture expounded 
by the rule of analogy, and by compar- 
e ing ſcriptural paſſages treating of the 
« fame thing.” 

Bo v as there is a good deal of reaſon- 
ing upon this article for ſeveral pages toge- 
ther, which I muſt profeſs I am not able 
to enter into, I aſk the learned author's 
pardon, if I have been ſo unlucky as to have 
miſtaken or miſrepreſented his meaning 

in 
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wade 1 have faid, thro a too forward 
belief that I underſtood it. 
Tus other text wherein Niſbhbang is 
uſed of God, and which was brought by 
Mr C. to prove that the Elabize fore, is 


Pſal. Ixxxix. 3, 4. I have ſworn unto 


« David my ſervant, Thy ſeed will I eſta- 


« bliſh for ever. 
Urox this text I had obſerved (Difert. 
p. 67.) that it relates to God's promiſe 
given by Nathan in 2 Sam. vii. 11, 16. 
« * the ſwearing unto David () 
* is a proof that this oath is not to be un- 
« derſtood of any act done before the Crea- 
cc tion.“ 
Bu r the author of the Chriſtian Plan, 
after beſtowing a cenſure upon Biſhop Pa- 


trick *, who interprets it as I have done; 


and upon the Commentators I in general, 
proceeds to give his own conſtruction of it, 


VIZ. 


„wis he had been more careful to render to the 
** God-Man his due, in the general courſe of his comment 
« upon the Pſalms and Proverbs. This is a defideratum in 
* Fain LXXXIX. yaor of which 7 Hall cow cue ts 
ra r Chriftian Plan, p. 42. 
** Examples of this baſe unaccountable practice, 
ay be gin om the canmen upon ll. cen 
“ plalm.” p. 43. 
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TAT Nn, my choſen, and MT, which 
we render David, are neither of them to 
be underſtood of the King of 1/rae! the fon 
of Jeſſe, but of Chriſt the Son of God. 
The reaſons given are, 

Fist, becauſe © both theſe titles and 
te deſcriptive appellations belong to him, 


&« A FR, who was the root and the off- 


« ſpring of David, to whom a voice from 


Heaven faid, Thou art my beloved Son, in 


<* whom I am well pleaſed.” p. 44. 
Bur tho” root and offspring of David, 


ſenſe, to Chrift, or, if you will, belong 
only to Chriſt, doth it follow that m7, be- 
cauſe it fignifies beloved, which the Son was 


above all others, being «yanil@y, may 


not alfo, as @ proper name, denote the fon 
of Jeſſe, the temporal King of Mael? 


Tu RE muſt be therefore ſome further 


reaſon given for the application of WN, in 
this text, to Chriſt rather than to David. 
And a further reaſon is given, vis. 
SECONDLY, © becauſe there are ſome 
e marks 2 circuſtances in theſe verſes, 
„ (v:2. the zd, 4th, and zʒth, ) which 
muſt Se the application to the 
6 Jatter David, n and exclude en- 


cc * ny 


ä N 2 FI N SO =" IT reg „„ 
7 


« bliſhment of a kingdom 
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« tirely the King of J/rael ſo named.” wiz. 
be Seed to whom a © perpetual eſta- 
is therein pro- 
« miſed, can be none other than the x1 
ige, who, upon the Fall, was promiſed, 
« the very perſon who ſhould | break the 
« Serpent's head. This Kin was to 
ebe an everlaſting Kingdom,” Sc. p. 45. 
Bu r how is David the temporal King 
excluded hereby ? The promiſe was of an 
everlaſting —- Aony and it was made 
good by the kingdom of David deſcending 
upon his offspring Chriſt. . Rleſſed be 
e the kingdom of our father David,” 


Mark xi. 10. Thou art the Son of God, 


thou art the King of Ijraet,” Jalm i. 49. 
« The Lord God "hall give unto him the 
« throne of his father David,” Like i. 32. 
And this is © the throne which was eſta- 
e bliſhed for ever, a throne of ſuch dura- 
* tion as to continue from generation to ge- 


_ * neration, till time ſhould be no more. 


Did. And yet it is called by the Angel 
Gabriel, the Throne of David.—Not the 
Throne of the Beloved ; but that of his Fa- 
ther David. And why might not the per- 
petuity of this Kingdom be promiſed to 


, David the ſon of Jeſſe? Eſpecially as 
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had been promiſed to him in Nathan's vi- 
fion, in thoſe very terms in which the pro- 
miſe is commemorated in this Pſalm, 
1 Sam. vii. 16. Thy houſe and thy 
* kingdom ſhall be eſtabliſhed for ever, — 
„Thy throne ſhall be eſtabliſhed for ever. 
According to all theſe words, and ac- 
te cording to all this viſion, ſo did Nathan 
<« ſpeak (not to the Beloved) but to Da- 
4 vid. 

« BuT if theſe arguments, (ſays our 
author) * are not concluſive, the next verſe 
ee will furniſh us with ſomething that is un- 
« anſwerable, viz. God would never uſe the 
« ſtile O Lord, when ſpeaking of, or to, 
« the king of Iſrael,” 

VERY true; but why ſhould it be here 
ſuppoſed that God is ſpeaking ? The ſtile 
_ uſed is from the P/a/mijt ſpeaking to God; 
as is the greateſt part of the P/a/ms which 
follows. Our author has indeed thought 
fit to annex the 5th verſe to the 3d and 4th. 
And the Heavens ſhall praiſe thy wonders, 
* (Heb. wonderful, or wonderful one) O0 
| © Lora, thy faithfulneſs alſo in the congre- 
% gation of the Saints.” Whereas there is 
nothing to countenance this connexion, but 

the oppor of a copulative vau in the 
| firſt 


d. TT: in hi 
Paraphraſe of the Pſalms, 228 


« evidently focken by God.—— 
« made a covenant. T 
« bh hut the th, 
eee = 

« ſhall praiſe thy wonders, O Lord.” Ham 
in loc. 

AND it deſerves likewiſe to be noticed, 
that at the cloſe of the 4th verſe, where the 
words aſcribed to God end, there is Selab. 
were to be included, as our author ſup- 
poſes, in the addreſs of God to his beloved 
* the latter David, his own rendering 


of Tip by the Wonderful, or wonderful 
One, would give him no ſmall difficulty to 


account for in this place. 


HowEveR, from theſe premiſes, as 


lad down by himſelf, he concludes, p. 45. 


* Prefix'd Yau. Num. 49. p. 294. Edit. Hafu. 


« that 
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« that the covenant and oath mention d in 
« yer. the 3d, muff be thoſe which were 
© made by God the Father and God the 
© Son, when the decree referr d to in 
« Pſalm ii. was made.” 

Fer this muff be amounts to no more 
at laſt than a may be, by argumentum ad ig- 
norantiam, or on a ſuppoſition that no body 
can ſhew the contrary.— 
cc bent (ſays he, p- 46.) it is incumbent 
te upon ſuch as arbitrarily reject this evi- 
te dence, to aſſign any time fince the Crea- 


<« tion of the world, when ſuch a covenant 
« was made between the perſons of the 


« Effence, or the Eſſence and Humanity 
of Chriſt, and that ratified by oath.” 
Bor this, I ſuppoſe, cannot be incum- 
bent, if good reaſons have been aſſigned 
why this text doth not relate to that ante- 
mundane covenant he would interpret it 
by, but only to a covenant, made in time, 
between God and David his ſervant. 

Mx Moody hath an argument upon this 
text, to ſhew its reference to Chriſt, which 
hath eſcaped our author. It is in anſwer 
to what I had faid, that < take this paſſage 


* which way you will, the ſwearing unto 


David (WH) is a proof that this oath 
| | 40 18 
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« js not to be underſtood of any act done 
e before the Creation. Diſſert. p. 67. 
« Chriſt, (ſays he) in his addreſs to his Fa- 
« ther, Jobn xvii. 24: ſays, Thou hveſt 
tene before the foundation of the world. 
« Tf he was beloved before the foundation 
<« of the world, he was 117 David before 
that time, that is, before the Creation,” 
8 
2 DING Mr Moody fays, p. 151. 
that 772 MD, in the force and gramma- 
« tical propriety of the words, always fig hs 
„ nifies to cut off a purifier, and implies 
« ſacrifice ——And in p. 119. That in the 
e places where carat Berith occurs, a ſa- 
te crificial act muſt be ſuppoſed to have been 
* performed.” But now this verſe we are 
| 5 n | 
| Ay — Ta” a MA rr 
| He will not deny that the choſen, with 
whom God made the covenant, is the ſame 
| perſon with the Beloved to whom he ſwore. 
But if this perſon was the Beloved, or David 
before the Creation, from the ical 
propriety of the word, then 4 l 
ce muſt have been made with him, or à real 
purifier cut off with bim, upon Mr Moody's 
own principles, before the Creation. 2 
W 
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how it condd be done, or how it can be 
conceived, I leave it to himſelf to conſider. 
TH1s is indeed no more than an argu- 
ment ad hominem, or an aſſumption 
moment of his own h 
I may 


for a 
(Tho' 
be told hereafter, that I 
give up, by this conceſſion, the whole diſ- 
pute about Carath Berith.) But I perſuade 
myſelt it will be excuſed, nay thought ſuf- 
ficient by as many as ſhall give themſelves 
the trouble of reading what Mr Moody has 
wrote, under an air of ſtrict reaſoning, 
upon this paſſage in the Pſalms, —_— 82, 
ws * | 


SECT. 


LT 


SECT. VII 


re 
HIS word, which hath been com- 
monly reputed the fingular of E- 
him, is made by Mr H. and Mr C. a word 
of diſtinct conſideration, being, they fay, 
the participle paſſive of Um jurare, ſigni- 
fying execrated, and applicable only to the 
ſecond Perſon in the Trinity, who took 
man's nature upon him. 
Mx Bate defends the verſion of it by 
execrated, as indeed he muſt, if it be, as 
he ſuppoſes, a participle paſſive of the 
Scripture verb, which, according to him, 
as uo ther gation than w p. 55, 
„ 
Ma Aboab, tho he admits Tut to be a 
participle paffive, yet he cannot but think 
ſome ſofter term ſhould be thought of to 
expreſs 


11741 
expreſs it by, than execrated, p. 12. but 
kites wat al us what. 


Mx Moody alſo agrees with them in its 
being a participle paſſive, but he interprets 
it differently. mx ALVE, The ad- 
e zured, the obligee, to bear the Ale, 1. e. 
e the perſon on whom the paſhve part of 
« the Ale fell, p. 8. 
Bu r Mr Moody tells us in another place, 
p. 49. © He is called οƷ/; ALVE, He 
<« on whom the interpoſition was unto the 
e change of his own condition to change 
cours; the interpoſed one, as he really was 
te between the wrath of God and men.” 
| AnD they all take for granted that dh 
and rue are diſtinct words both in ſound 
and fignification, the one active, the other 
8 So did Mr H. who gave the fol- 
ing reaſon for it, (Remarks, his own 
7. where he endeavours to ſhew 
that Ed p-37 is the noun fengular of 7108, and 
the root of c the participle paſſive) viz. 
that © the words 758 and Kr in ſome 
© Bibles have the forged points of the apo- 
e ſtates for or to inſert the vau's, and 
e confound the words. That the words 
in Hebrew letters have no letter vau, ei- 
ther in the ſingular or plural. And, to 
e avoid 
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« avoid that confuſion, was the myſtery 

« why Mr C. writ or ſounded thoſe words 
ce with an a, Elab, and Elabim. 

Bo x it is a known rule, as any, in read- 
ing Hebrew, that vau is often to be ſounded 
where it is ſuppreſſed in writing, whether 
there be a point or not, denoting its ſup- 
preſſion. As in all the caſes of plural fe- 
minine terminations, participles nominaſ- 
cent, Cc. r, Gen. vi. 9. is the ſame 


| word with run, Gen. Xxxvi. 1. Dor 


Index, Exod. ii. 14. the fame with oe, 
I. iii. 2. y frequently ſtands for p. 
and pM for pwn. So Nn and Ma for 
n and Mag. Are they therefore not the 
ſame words, or of the ſame fignification ? 
ox Dominus, when ſingular and ſuf- 
fixed, is generally without the van, as 
Tn Her Lord, Judg. xix. 27. The only 
inſtance I know to the contrary, is in the 
verſe immediately before, vi. Judg. xix. 
26. where the ſame word is wrote N. 
And Me, when ſingular and not ſuffixed, 
is as generally wrote with a van. I think 
thereare but two inſtances, viz. Exod. xxiii. 
17. and xxxiv. 23. where it is wrote, not 
being ſuffixed, without the van. (Tho 
the Samaritan copy hath the van in both 


places.) 
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places.) Is therefore 11v (87, in theſe 
two texts, a different title from MTV MART, 
Ja. i. 24. and iii. 1.? Hath the former, 
rue, an active ſenſe, . me, 
a pafhve ? 
Tnvs che, wrote Deut. xxxii. 17 is 
wrote at the 15th verſe, m>x. And 
wrote Dan. ii. 38. is in that fame verſe *, 
as well as in the verſe before, and in the 
verſe following wrote oN. Is the latter, 
therefore, tho more fully written, a diſtinct 
word from the former, 7. e. neither to be 
alike, nor to be underſtood in 
the ſame ſenſe? 
How the ne comes to be cited in 
Writing, 1 cannot ſay with any certainty. 
But it is very obvious to conceive, that this 
manner of writing was introduced after the 
vowel points began to be uſed. And if any 
confuſion in the language hath aroſe from 
dropping the textual vowels vau or jod, it 
is owing chiefly, as I conceive, to the no- 
tion which is taken up by ſome who abſo- 
lutely reject the points, viz. That two 
Sk Gina with id: the was or fu | 


So it is found in the Editions of Athias, Michaelis, 
and Polyglot. Lond. but in the Editions by Plantin it is 


printed in the 38th verſe Nod, not 178. 
inſerted 


And dog, 
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inſerted among the textual letters, and the 


other hath neither, cannot be the fame 


word, of the fame pronunciation or fignifi- 
cation. E. gr. The inſertion of the van 
in Tue and x, either by a point over the 
laſt letter of each, or by expreſſion of it in 
pronouncing the unpointed text, hath occa- 
ſioned 2 in thoſe words. (26 
becauſe they are the fame words when ſo 


tht they bear when wrote more at 


in the three verſes laſt cited out of Daniel, 
er to a covenant, 


by rendering 798 @ fear 


and TMR execrated, or the execrated one *. 


And 

* DAN. xi. ver. 37. Neither ſhall he regard ade God 

[Heb. Mn, the ſwearer to a covenant} „ 
N 
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And when he had done, let him conſider 
whether Mr H. who plainly foreſaw the 
difficulties ariſing from this paſſage, upon 
his interpretation of Elaab, has faid enough 
to obviate them. See his Remarks, p. 72: 
And Mop. fine Princ. + p. 54. 


AND 


the defire of women, nor any God, wn 52 any execrated 
one,] for he ſhall magnify himſelf above all. 

Ver. 38. But in his eftate he ſhall honour the God [ Heb. 
MR fwearer, &c.] of forces : And a Ce [Heb. N, an 
execrated one) whom his fathers knew not, ſhall he ho- 
nour, c. 

VxꝝX. 39. Thus ſhall he do in the moſt ſtrong holds wirb 

a ſtrange Gad, Bs. 723 M98 Nu with a flrange execre- 
ted ane, &c. 

+ Rem. p. 72. The Heathens (fays Mr H.) all had 

« Elahim, but none of them had dm, (What meaneth 
* then 2 Chron. xxxii. 15- n 52 hn 53, every Zlaab 
« of every nation ?) tho” it is once uſed as Chalder in 
Dan. cited Moc fine Prin.” p. 54. 

Tuns to the page referr'd to, wiz. Mf. fine Princ. p 54- 
And you will not find any one of theſe three texts cited, 
tho” he could mean no other, becauſe M7 is not men- 
tioned elſewhere in Daniel; — — 
ing obſervation, vu 

Tur in the book of Daniel, os dr te the wp 
** minarions of theſe words in the Mirian language, they 
« are valily different. We find Id ſometimes terminated 
«© with N—XT is alſo uſed. Sometimes in- 
© ſtead of Elahim they uſe den, and once VPN, and 

ſometimes pe, and for the falſe gods of a King of the 
/* Nod which was to riſe up afterwards, 178.” 

Sie 6s have the whe cow af, obo foge, 5s Challe, 
OO WO ENG CEE C0" "Wao' eee 
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AND if there is no reaſon to doubt, as 
I think there is none, that d and mb 
are the fame word, only the van is ſup- 
preſſed in the one, and in the 
other, why may not cy be the plural 
of one, as well as of the other 4? 
Ir it be faid it cannot be the plural of 
hx, becauſe it is wrote without the van. 
I anſwer, that Y rp, pr, un, 
Bo, &c. are frequently wrote without 
the van: Are they not therefore the plu- 
rals of p, pn, Ce? +48 
Tux plural of EMwRn Au is mann 
and rm, as well as rr: for it is 
wrote all the three ways, tho in the ſin- 
gular it is never wrote otherwiſe than with 
the vau. Are theſe three plurals there- 
fore different words, and of divers ſenſes ? 
Or may it be ſuppoſed that nt5NMn, Exod. 


But it is in vain to repreſent the inſerted van in MN in 
theſe texts, as a Chaldie termination; for the whole chap- 
ter is pure Hebrew, and has not one A4/jrian idiom in it. 
Aud the 1152 thrice wrote in it, is as good authority for its 
being a common name for God, whether true or falſe, as 
it is in any other part of the Hebrew Scriptures. | 
1 Ma Masch, p. 13. fays, that EYT5R may be the 
** Plural maſculine of d an oath, and ſignify fewearer:, 
or perſons under the obligation of Nöte, an oath.” But 
furely the ** plural of oath is oaths, not fivearers.” 


N 2 xv. 
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Xv. 5, 8. and Deut. viii. 7. is not the plu- 
ral of c, becauſe two vaus are omitted 


nn che writing of it? 


Taz plural of e Lord, viz. BYYW, 
is but once in the whole Scripture (ſays 
Pagn. Vide Theſ.) wrote with a van. 
DIR, Mal. i. 6-—1 think it is wrote 
once more, when it relates to men, Pſal. 
Wurx therefore Mr Moody tells us, 
that 79K may be the plural maſculine of 
"Og, as ru is the plural maſculine of 
rue bat, p. 13. I obſerve, in my turn, 
that as Y and e are alfo plurals of 
me Lord, fo may re and che be 
IT may not be impertinent to obſerve 
further, that the antient traditions we have 
of the pronunciation of the plural , 
confirm the inſertion of the vau in ſound- 
ing that word, tho' the vowel itſelf appears 
not in our preſent copies among the tex- 
tual letters. For Eu * is as evidently 
taken from οhν, as Eun is from ſyhy, 


® Or Tune xe Tas TY Kere EA@41j £TEKANDSNCaT. 


In a fragment of Philo Biblis verſion of Saxchoniathon, | 


cited by Euſebins in his Prep. Evang. L. 1. 
Tel 715 EAus nanupw3- Til. Ibid. 


or 
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gens Hexapla 


EAweijs, 


_— * Pm ah * 
Sc. 


Au p we have better 
3 
or Elob ; I do not mean from Suidas or 
+, but from St Mark, who 
—_— ww. Saviour on 
the croſs, to expreſs My God, Eu. 
Mx Hs way of 


ſtands for 


Th t without the vau under- 


devine nas Zuęst rey xegrer HA emovopateor. De- 
maſcius.—— Mr H. himſelf contends for HA 

from the Hebrew 5X, tho* I do not remember that he takes 
notice of the two former inſtances where the was is con- 
cerned. 

T Exe: FCrarrs O Oe... Suidas. 


EAAW. © 


Oed way Fegg. Moſehop. wer ae Theſe 


ſeem to be tranſcripts of the word d into Greet, by put- 
ting lata in the place of 7, for want of a better manner of 
expreſſing it. 

t“ Hay Hau, name cutie ins. Why haſt thou, who 

« was cenfederated with the Manhood in this work, ſepa- 
_ « rated thy ſelf from me. They have made this a cita- 
tion from Fſalm xxii. 1. But there is no evidence for 
* that. I have ſhew'd the difference between dt and 719K. 


* It was ihn which was concerned here, and that word is 


uſed fingular, Deut. xxvii. 17, Cc. And Wakoen de Lin- 
W 

"77 | 
N 3 ſtood: 


a Ef ce v. And in Ori- 


for this is, 
that Haz, as St Matthew writes the word, 
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ſtood : but St Mark's Ew ſtands for mg 


GW On, and of diffrent conſtruc 
r and that both of thee, in 
theſe texts, are applied to the Second Per- 
ſon in the Effence, to whom the addreſs 
was made by the manhood under his ſuf- 
ferings. -M 
Mz Bate alſo urges 


this diſtinction made 
by the Evangeliſts in the writing of the 
word, as an argument that e and m9 
te muſt be differently pronounced, and that 
e the latter was, with the utmoſt propriety, 
te applied to the Second Perſon, the Jebo- 
ee vab in Chriſt, by the man on the croſs, 
e fo actually under the execration that gave 
« him the title.” Examiner Examin'd, 
p. 63. 


# &« Mark xv. 34. he, Te, Echt, Exwti, &c. 
* where ſeveral of the divine writers mention the fame 
*< Perſon upon the ſame occaſion, each gives him a different 
« attribute, not to make the text uncertain, but more fully 
** to deſcribe the ſame Perſon. He that left the Manhood 
« was O:, was ſurely, according to our ideas of thing. 
and, according to the words of the Law, an execration.” 
Remarks, p. 87. 2 — 


Nay 


( 283 ] 
e 
he adds, ibid. I will refer it to any 
« of ws. whether, when there appears 
c to be a word in the Hebrew which can 
* mot be writ otherwiſe than as St Mark 
* hath wrote Das, and when that is a title 
to the Second Perſon in the 
« Trinity, deſcribing him in the condition 
© he then was when the Manhood ſpoke ; 
© whether, I ſay, St Mark did not intend 
te to refer us to that word.” : 
He has indeed here lodged his appeal | 
ein TI ey FOE ma 
ſons of more ſenſe and judgment, he could 
not have hoped for their decifion in his ſa- 
vour. Becauſe they would quickly have 
diſcovered, that if St Mark intended to re- 
fer us to MIR, (which I think it will be 
readily allowed he did) then that word 
cannot be a title appropriate to the Second 
Perſon in the Trinity, becauſe it cannot be 
applied, as it is in this text, to the Second 
Perſon in the Trinity, without making t | 
Perſons in Chriſt, | 
AGAIN, it is not juſtly facets, from | 


c« 


o —— — — — —— ——— 


the different manner in which the two 


Evangeliſts have exprefſed the original 
N 4 word 
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word in Greek letters , that they intended 
to expreſs different original words, and of 
different conſtruction, the one in the ſenſe 
of confederated, and the other of execrated. 
Becauſe they muſt both be preſumed to 
give in Greek characters the fame word 
' ſpoken by Chriſt in another language; and 
e their inter pretation 
of that word by G, which neither ſigni- 
fies the confederated nor the execrated ane; 
as my opponents themſelves teſtify, when 
they declare it is nothing to their meaning 
of the Hebrew. Yet I preſume it will be 
thought, that the authority of St Matthew 
in ſaying, H, ni i: ce pv. and of St Mark 
in ſaying, Du 0 65s ppr9eguererouerey o O. jou, 


on ſuppoſition that D was the original word, ac- 
cording to Walton de Lingud Syriaca, p. 88. I think 
Mr Bedford's way of reconciling St Matthew and St Mark, 
is not amiſs, viz. that the former puts the letters of the ori- 
ginal word into Greet characters, Has, by omitting the 
van, as not expreſſed in writing the original word, and the 
ee. 
Greek word. Whereas in St Mark the van, in 
tion, is expreſſed by an omege, while the 7 is fill to be 
underſtood, as not capable of being wrote. 

Le me juſt further obſerve in paſſing, that St Matthew 
wrote EA not Axe, and St Mark, FA, not Axwe, as 


1x ſhould have been, according to Mz Bate, „ and 
the Cbriſtian Plan 


id 


”"6 


To return now to he in its gramma- 

tical conſtruction, Mr H. and Mr C. inter- 
| pretedit as a participle paſſive. I objetted 
againſt this, as others had done before me, 
as being an irr and unknown in- 
flexion of their verb ch with the mutable 
MN; which ſhould make its participle 
five h. See Diſert. p. 16, 37, Ge. 
LET us now ſee what ways my oppo- 

nents take to ſet this exception aſide. 
| Mr Aboeb, p. 12. ſays it is © regu 
formed from the root and verb che, by 
cal, as well as other participles, viz. M23 
from da, pM from ru, my from 
My.“ This was Mr Hs way of reply- 


* 
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ing to the objefticn |, rea 
not reach it. For the participle paſſive of 
he muſt have the va in the third order, 
whether it be a perfect verb like an, or an 
one. But how doth this obſer- 
ration account for the i of N final 
inſtead of jod, or u inſtead of 15g, in a 
verb ending with the mutable NN? 
Mx Moody ſuppoſes it enough to alledge, 
that they have an inſtance in mT, that the 
<< may be ſometimes retained, as well as 
e changed into fad. Lam. v. 17. we 
* have N maftum, and Ja. i. 5. it is N, 
(c 20. | 
er 
r 17. then participle paſſive. And 
jf this could be done, his obſervation would 
amount to no more than this, that becauſe 
mm to be once wrote for N, 
(which occurs Ia. i. 5. Jer. viii. 18. and 
Lax. i. 22.) therefore 7198 may poſſibly 


Ma H. thought it ſufficient to fay——** And the ob- 
« ſexvator knows that the letters in 7343 are radical, and ſo 
formed throughout, aa, MN, ——5Þ/T, and 
„aa, and as, participle paſſive præterit. And he 
„ may fee in Hebrew Writings perfect, p. 284. how the 
«« participles are naturally formed by the inſertion of the 
letter was, &. Remarks, p. 37. he 


bangs on. 


Bu T that . ſhould be a participle paſ- 
five in this place, is extremely improbable. 
For k nebber bath « paſſive n rar iaitin 
the form of the participle paſſive, in which, 
if it were inflected like the perfe& verbs 
with N final, it would be N, and even 
then it would be doubtful whether it were 

Hex had another inſtance in view, as ap- 
pears by his reference in the ſame page to 
Lev. xv. 33. where d occurs. But as 
he barely refers to it, without giving the 
reaſon of bis doing fo, 1 ſhall confider it 
among Mr Bates inſtances, who offers at 
| a reaſon for bringing it among the reſt. 
Mz Bate produces two inſtances in Le- 
vit. where N may be accounted a partici- 
ple paſſive. Qne is, the laſt mentioned, re- 
ferr'd to by Mr Moody. The other is wy 
M, « 


chap. xx. ver. 18. But the only rea- 
ſon he gives in behalf of theſe evidences, 
| bs, that he finds the word in both theſe 
texts conſtrued a. See Examiner 
Examin'd, p. 74. to which he refers in 
„„ p. 26. 


Bur 


188] 

Bu T he doth not ſay by whom it is thus 
conſtrued, or how it appears to have been 
taken for a participle paſſive by the per- 
ſon who ſo conſtrues it. The Vulgate hath 

1 Jo. XXX. 22. But in Lev. xx. | 


for i. Nor: 13 bolleve, can bir Bice fhew- 


any Grammarian or Lexicographer wha 
takes it for one. | 


_ He alſo produces uces yt, Exam. Examin'd, | 
p- 74. And thou ſhalt be Tmyt removed 


< into all the kingdoms of the earth, 


* Mu Bate may perhaps have obſerved, that the Latin 
_ verſion of the Syriac in Lev. xv. 33. is menſiruata. But 
the Syriac itſelf is not d the participle paſſive, but 
NIVIDDO which is rather an adjective. And the ſame 
word occurs in the other text, chap. xx. 18. where it is 
render'd by men/firuum patiente. On the contrary, the La- 
tin verſions of the Samariten and Arabic, which give it in 
this latter text by menffruata, render it, in the former text, 
by a participle active. 


[189] 

« Deut. xxviii. 2 5.— And | 
« them Wi fo 2 
Man. xXiii. 46. © I have ve (ſays he) the 
« tranſlation on my fide, that it is paſſive, 
* ſo I may venture to offer this as a wit- 
« neſs every way qualified.” 
Bu this ſort of proof from tranſlations 
comes a little out of courſe, and contrary 
to expectation, from a perſon who contends 
ſo warmly for a ſtrict adherence to the ori- 
ginal againſt all tranſlations whatſoever. 
Nevertheleſs, when he condeſcended to 
make uſe of this kind of evidence, he 
ſhould, when he quoted the Hebrew word, 
have given the whole word as it ſtands. in 
| the context with its prefix m1, for ſo it is 
in bath the places, unforonradly to his con- 
And when he quoted the paſ- 
five word removed, which our Tranſlators 
uſed in their text, he ſhould alſo, in juſtice 
to them, have given their rendring in the 
margin, viz. Heb. for 4 — +. This 
+ In the former of theſe places, whence this word is pro- 
caced, the very next verſe hath a noun ſubſtantive in the 


very fame conſtruQtion. For after it is ſaid yt Tm Ec 


eris in commotionem, it follows 92009 17922 NIV Et eric 
cadaver tuum in eſcam. 


I will- give 
and f| 1 


Is 


ess, tho he finds yt thus 
written twice, it is wrote five or fix times 
un. where the Ex. nevertheleſs is My. 


participle paſſive, till Mr Bate judged it fo, 
and produced it as ſuch to put it upon the 
rank with Mr Fs mx. The verſions all 


give it as a Noun, Aerea, commorio, di 


— and Lexicographer without 


Is the latter place, — __Þ. Ga 
in the ſame conſtruction 125) y in commotionem & in ra- 
Ninam, and ſubſtantives are commonly thus uſed, but par- 
ciples paſſive ſeldom, if ever. 

t K1MCHI makes them different words, and is fo 
far from looking upon MN? to be a participle paſſive, that 
he ſays yu P2YI WIN), i. . Its fignification is the ſame 
with that of n, i. e. Matio, commatio. | 


IN 


And fo 1 apprehend does every | 
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In the fame 
min d, p. 74. he mentions 71823 Pf. xciii. 
F. as 
ſhewn it to be a participle paſſiwe, neither 
perhaps can he tell with any what 
is its root: For no leſs than three different 
roots are aſſigned to it, "3, 712, and Mx, 
by different 1 I prefer therr ac- 
counts of it, who judge it to be the niphal 
3 a paſſive inded, yet perhaps not 
3 Om 

at not the participle pabul, 
a with bt ; * 
Dans rue defiderabihs vel decora fuit ſanc- 


1 See Pagnin on TW. Robertſons on 
ma, and others. 


us (Script. mean. 


of Aleim, p. 26.) 6 


ing in M, viz. TW, , and ,n. But 
altho he es them, I preſume, as 
participles paflive, yet neither doth he men- 
tion the texts whence he has taken them 


as fuch, neither doth he ſpeak one word 


in their behalf. So that it is ſufficient to 

. * but 

never uſed I know of, as 

4 partici- 
He 


place, vis. Exam. Exa- 
another inſtance. But he has not 


men pra 
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Hz had faid indeed in another place, 
{Examiner Examm'd, p. 73.) that van in 
the third order is pate. By which, if he 
the third order, it is true. But if he means 
that every word having van in the third 
order is a participle pabul, or is paſſive, he 
muſt be miſtaken. For, not to mention 
ſach words as now Pax, ewmn Abyſſis, 
we find that pwyy with a van in the laſt 
fyllable, is active, and 
Fer. xii. 3. 80 in the (Balke "Wop is in- 
terfeftor, and pr is redemptor. 
To which I may add words in the E- 
brew of common occurrence mx Dux, 


tn gratzoſus, EMMA mſericors, Ma potens, 


3 For tho theſe, according to 
the Maſoretic 


are of a different 
form, as well as thoſe abovemention'd, 
from HN in the eſtimation of thoſe 


5 
3 | 


If ds free frm. 


| + + cc _—_— 
from its van in the third order, or 
before the laſt radical, even ſuppoſing it 
might be accounted a derivative from fe 


to ſwear. 


SECT. 


hgnifes oppreſſor, 


[99] 


SECT. VIL 


UT there is another objection to their 
account of ch, and to their applica- 
tion ef it to Chriſt as his peculiar title, 
which I took notice of in the D:ſſertations, 
Viz. that their conſtruction of it under that 
own conflriftion of ri. This I thought 
ys nn as gr for it appeared to 

me (and I gave my particular reaſons from 
p. 45-to p. 51. why it ſo appear d) that in 
n 
to the perſon to whom they a 
the name Elnaab, it could not be to 
him in that ſenſe of execration which is im- 
_ plied in the Aab, from whence they derive 
the divine title Elabim. 
 Inap taken notice in p. 37 
and 45, that if 4 the verb fignifies to 
Fwear, or bind one's ſelf under a conditional 
O execra- 


( 194] 
execration, the participle paſive will fig- 
nify ſirurn, or bound under a conditional 
execration; and conſequently will not ſig- 
nify execrated, without departing from the 
given conſtruction of Aab. For it cannot 
fignify being under an actual execration, if 
it ſignify being under 4 conditional one. 
They ſay, no Hebrew word hath two 
ideas, yet here are two ideas, and very 
different ones. 

Ne:iTHER can Elaab be applied in a 
a peculiar manner to the Second Perſon, 
and ſuch be juſtified from the 
force of the word, if it be true, as they 
aſſert, that each perſon in the Trinity was 
fworn, or bound under a conditional exe- 
_ cration, becauſe, in that caſe, each perſon 
will be Tyte. Each Perſon, fays Mr Bate, 
had a part to perform in the covenant, and 
each was bound by a curſe to perform it, 
FER 1 
" Os, if the title Albin, as Ms Rar 
* . 


* Uron my obſerving that Mr C. had produced no in- 
ſtance of dh applied to a perſon as a name or appellation, 
n 44. He had no occaſion to produce 
** an inſtance, for | — U | 
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ee had denounced that curſe which hath the 
« Obligation of an oath on Himſelf, and 
te every one elſe that is concerned in the 
« covenant,” why is not every man TR 
will, as being concerned in the covenant, 
and fo bound under the curſe ? DS. 

Tr1s Mr Bate would avoid by faying, 
that dhe is not applicable to men, but 
only to the pronouncers of the curſe, to thoſe 
o whom ſupreme power belongeth. Con- 
ſequently no man can be t but the God- 
man. Bid. and p. 43. = 

Bu r ſtill, if the pronowncer of the curſe 
why is not each of the Divine Perſons 
mx? For if each bound himſelf, the 


* nifies @ ſwearey ts @ covenant, whether it had ever been 
** ſo applied or no 
Uron my ſaying that Mr H's interpretation would not 
ſuit the uſes of the word in Scripture ; Mr Bate replies, 
p. 57- © Let the definition be perſons wvho have made @ co- 
'* venant, and it ſignifies ſo, ſince it deſcribes the manner 
** of confirming their covenants. Or, if this be objected 
to, let it be denoancers of the cur/e.” 3 | 
Uron my ſuggeſting that by their conſtruction, ſubjects 
might be as properly Labin as their ſuperiors, Mr Bate 
diſtinguiſhes again, p. 43. * The people could neither gro- 
* nounce the curſe for themſelves or others. That expref- 
les an aft of power, which none but God and his Vice- 
Ffrents can exerciſe, p 83. on 
_ binder 
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binder and the bound, is the fame perſon 
expreſſed by the fame action, and there- 
fore the active dhe, and the paſſive mb, 
belong equally to each perſon, who is as 
truly one as the other. And the fame thing 
holds in reſpect of God's Vicegerents, if they 
be called Aleim, as having right to denounce 
the curſe, and if each included himſelf, each 
in that caſe would be ruh as well as Ty. 

Bor Mr Bate diſtinguiſhes further, | 
p. 55. that curſed, is one who ſuffers. the 
curſe, which he is not, who is (only) put 
_ 
to be brought ander, or into à curſe, and 


| yet we cannot fh actualy accuſed, as Cri 


© Bur this is not conſiſtent with Mr Hs 
account of mx, Rem. p- 72. that when 
the Scriptures, in which this title occurs, 
were written, be was not y execrated. 
Nor was he ſo in Mr H's judgment, till 
he fuffer'd the curſe ; fo that Mr Bates di- 
ſlinction doth not agree with his title tube 
in the Old Teftament.—But more of this 
preſently. In the mean time 
Wr are told that Chriſt was Tm5>R, not 
merely becauſe he was bound by a condi- 
tional curſe, OO. yo 


Sov Mr Ov aw them p. 56. that 
Auab doth not fignify a vicarious © execra- 
tian, nor do they ever ſay fo in order to 
* axon? Be ths: cnpaning of the word as 
te applied to Chriſt.” 
THz v have not indeed uſed the words 
vicariaus execration, but they have uſed 
words equivalent, (ſee my citations from 
from them, p. 48 and 4g.) as for, and 
inſtead of man, in the ſenſe that the Apo- 
ſtle ſays, made @ curſe for mankind, to 
e ſatisfy that juſtice” (theſe are Mr Bates 
words, Exam. Examin d, p. 25.) © which 
* man could not do for himſelf.” And 
now again (in his Script. meaning of Aleim, 
p. 56.) © He would not (fays he) have 
deen Aleah, had it not been neceſſary for 
O 3 «him 


/ 
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« him to be fo in our fend, if he would 
« fave us.” Yet they ſay not this, it ſeems, 
in order to account for the word ; the mean- 
ing of that depends on ſomething elſe, via, 
that he was really and in fact made 4 
© curſe.” p 


56. 
Han- tis obſervable Mr Bate avoids 
made 


the of the whole 
a curſe FOR US, (nne rt w lat.) 
leaſt it ſhould imply a vicarious execration, 
from which he endeavours to diſtinguiſn 
the curſe that made him Alaab (tho he 
owns it was neceffary he ſhould be Alaab 


in our fend) by repreſenting him as being 
made a curſe really and in fat#; as if the 


curſe in reality and in fab were not the 
fame, whether it was borne by him as 4 
ſurety, or not. But, if I his 
meaning in this diſtinction right, it is 
grounded upon a new reaſon he has 
thought of, and is, in his own words, as 
follows: v:z. © If Crit was cut off in 
anger and in wrath, and which he bore 
_ * in that laſt agony 22 he was 
* REALLY Ahab. And we may thence 
get the ſtrift idea of the word, Sb 
i what ſenſe he was MR 


, Viz. as bearing | 
_ « the 


War Mr Bate gathers his 
from the Old Teſtament in this manner. 
He fays, if we read Deut. . 
« we find there were many 
contain d under the word 
« ſequence of which they were 8 
ebe cut off in anger and in wrath, - 
« great indignation ; and if Ci was cut 
« off in anger and in wrath, Fc. Td. 
Tue referr d to is Deut. xxix. 
28. (for his reference is wrong printed) 
in which chapter Alab is indeed mention d 
two or three times. But the effect of the 
curſe. ſpecified by rooting them, (viz. the 
O4 — - 
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If aehites) out of their land in anger, &c. 
is mention'd as the conſequence, not of 
e, but Sp . | 
Mz Bate's ſolution therefore of the mat- 
ter ſtands thus. Becauſe it was foretold 
1 —— 


9 


by Moſes and the facred writers, by way 
of anticipation or prophecy. 


Muc of the —— is his ether 
| ſolution given a little below, p. 56. viz, 
that © as Chrift is called the Lamb flain 
from the foundation of the world ſo long 


All nations ſhall ſay, Wherefore hath the Lord done 
* this unto this land ? What meancth the heat of his great 
* anger ? 

„Tuns men ſhall fay, Becauſe they have forſaken the 
„ covenant of the Lord, &c. 

” Ano the cogpr of the Lend was bindted ogpint he 
land, to bring upon it all the curſes, - pn 72 
* that are written in this book.” 

Tux follows the text referr'd to, ver. 28. And the 
«© Lord rooted them out of their land in anger, and in 
£* ther land, as it is this day.” 

© before 


[ 21 
te before he was ſlain, he 
« the extra, — drooed « 


„ 

fat, le dtngulted from ng or de 
nation) which is the ſenſe Mr Bate is now 
inſiſting upon. The Lamb is no other- 
enn 
the world, than in God's counſel and de- 
termination. And eyen that was not ſaid, 
till God's whole counſel was fulfilled on 
the Lamb Hain. This text there- 
fore in the Revelations, can he no a 
for ſaying that Chriſt mig ht be called bu, 
really and in fact — from the foun- 
dation of the world, or before, becauſe he 
crated till he took fleſh. And ſo Mr Bate 
ſeem d to think himſelf, when he ſaid in 
Exam. Examin'd, that the Second Perſon 
is called 958, becauſe as ſurety for man 
he was to do and ſuffer, or ſatisfy that ju- 
ſtice which man could not do for himſelf. 
Nay, in his Script. meaning of Aleim, tells 

us, 
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us, p. 54. that e will be, as it is a par- 
 ficiple paſſive, a perſon curſed, one who is 
made, or TO BE MADE a curſe. But 
the true reaſon, as I take it, of his infiſting 
now upon his being curſed really and in 
fa, in order to explain his title mow, will 
appear in the next ſection. 

Mz Bote tries another way, p. 57. in 
r p. 50.) 
Whether ute can be of Chriſt's 
— in the interval between man's 
Fall and the Incarnation ?——** He had 
<« ſworn (fays Mr Bate) he would be- 
©« come a curſe, and called things that be 
<< not as though they were.” 

Bu r did he give a name to himſelf im- 
porting what be was not, as though be were ? 
If this was done by way of prolepfis, be- 
cauſe he was hereafter to become a curſe, 
why may we not fay (to ſpeak upon the 
ſame 
Sen. i. by way of prolepfis too; not that he 
had at that time done an act from which 
he was ſo denominated, but becauſe he 
ſware unto Abraham afterwards, which 
would explain that title. See whether there 
ae. aka... att 


preſ- 


) that God is called Aim, 


preſſion, Iv. 17. . 
= - A 

\ Tran ts Ge = 
. * T A* 

of Bo > Mir Bate at S 

alin bm He wo 

its of hes. TH nl nn 

had 


his 
was 
8 
ne to ſuffer NED 
2 0 than this, | hr 
— . : 
ae erde be. 
ppe Rs fu not "OR. bens ln this 
Clear 6 He was = 925 
2 incurr d the 7 Cp mn th 
« 3 

we re all aged) 7 . a 
: n cc Here 
TN = 
pain, the Mr Bate denies 
(ration, 


_ 
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« are two MIN's, one of which he took 
upon him to make him TW for man, 
< which, had he not done, he muſt have 
„been The for the breath of his oath.” 
But as he could not incur the Alab of the 
oath, he could be Ahab in no other ſenſe, 
(as I have often faid) than in that of 4 
UICarious execration; | for man, as 
Mr Moody terms it. But this is the con- 
ſtruction of Ahab, of which I had ob- 
ſerved there is no example to be found. 
Yet he thinks he can ſupport it from my 
own way of arguing : © If Chriſt, ſays he, 
e as the Doctor allows, could be N55 by 
« ſuffering the Hp of the Law, Deut. 
e xxi. 23. Then he might be ub, by 
 < ſuffering the dh, or MIR, curſes of the 
« Law, Deut. xxix. 28.—xxx. 7. Which 
2 for he redeem d us from the 
R age FrowawY 


3- which curſe is called 


io ds Mt bo feof. 
what he here ſays, or could he make even 
a probable proof of it, there had been ſome 


plea for his manner of reaſoning on this ar- 
ticle. Becauſe it is but juſt to underſtand 
e St 
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St Paul's expreſſion of Chriſt's being made 
4 curſe for us, according to the meaning of 
the Hebrew words in the Law, to which 
he refers us for that expreſſion. Let 
Mr Moody read Gal. iii. once again, and he 
will find at the tenth verſe, that © as 
<« many as are of the works of the Law are 
« under 4 curſe. Tre nalagar nos,” for it 
is written, Curſed is every one that con- 
_- « tinueth not in all things that are written 
e jn the book of the Law to do them.” 
| EnmalapalQ* was *. 7.3 The paſſage cited 
here is Deut. xxvii. 26. where the word in 
_ Hebrew, render d by the LXX. erualagaley, 
is Wie, and is mentioned at the cloſe of 
ſeveral denunciations, each of which be- 
gin with We. 
AGAIN, Gal. iii. ver. 13. « Chriſt hath 
* redeemed us from the curſe of the Law, 
„ T1; xalagas,” being made à curſe for us, 
yur” vrtę naw xalage, for it is written, 
_ « Curſed is every one that ' hangeth on a 
« tree.” Exinalaęal rag, x. To X. The place 
here quoted is Deut. xxi. 23. The word 
in the LXX. is u u ure Om, and the 
Hebrew is BTR MP. 
Now St Paul's citation of this text was, 
I think, authority enough for me to allow 
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that Chriſt could be n55p. But whether 
Mr Moody has any authority from thence 
for ſaying he might be hte too, is a point 
which I ſhall leave to himſelf to conſider 
of. But I am very fure he had no autho- 
rity from thence to explain the curſe which 
Chriſt was made for us, by rh and mow, 
in two other chapters of Deuteronomy, fince 
neither of thoſe words occur fo much as 
once in that chapter which is refetr'd to by 
St Paul in the text abovemention'd. 
NM Moody perhaps will alledge, that he 
that this text in Gal. is cited from 2 text, 


when be kd, « which curſe (in Gal. iii. 
* 13.) is called in the places referr'd to above 
« (viz. Deut. xxx. 28. and xxx. 7.) x 
« end nie; be only meant that d, 


nor is it true in regard to theſe texts he had 
under 
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under conſideration. For in the former of 
his texts, viz. Dent. xxix. 28. d is not 
the word for the curſe, but 15, and re- 
lates only to God's rooting 1/rae! out of the 
land, as I ſhewed above, when I conſider d 
Mr Bate's application of it to Chriſt. And 
tho' MPR is indeed found in the other text, 
Deut. xxx. 7. yet it relates only to tempo- 
ral curſes, ſuch as the Mraelites ſhould in- 
cur, if they continued 2 but 
ſuch as if they amended, God would 
<« put upon their enemies, and upon thoſe 
te that hate them.” 

rn 
cannot be 1 of theſe. 

AND therefore I cannot comprehe 
how this paſſage of St Paul, tho' I ac- 
knowledged it as a proof that Chriſt might 
be faid to be M or 70%, can be made 
a proof of his being Tmax. For the que- 
ſtion is not, whether he was made @ curſe 
far us, (this the Apoſtle has clearly deter- 


mined in the affirmative) but the queſtion 


is, whether Ekah is appropriated to him 

on that account. 

5 Tux v lay great ſtreſs upon this text in 

Galatians. It is their capital argument, 

„„ 
SX 
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examined, inſtead of being a voucher for 
them, it proves a witneſs againſt them. 

NorwITRHSTAN DINO, Mr Moody 
had the courage, in the concluſion of his 
note, to ſay, ——*< This, by the bye, may 


4c ſerve as an anſwer to what the Doctor has 


« objected from p. 47, to p. 51. 

AnD I obſerve, by the bye, as any cem- 
cluſion from all that I then objected, and 
have ſince added upon this article, that it 
appears, that Chriſt's being ſaid to be made 
Mee or 1 for men, is no more a 
of his having his name c from his be- 
1 
(as I remarked in another like caſe) 15 

dy the word yaw3 fix times, was a 
proof that he had his name 71H from 


Jang. 


ſhort, but offer d as a deciſive, argument, 
on this ſubject, 
Chriſtian Plan has been pleaſed, if I miſtake 
not, to recommend to my conſideration. 

As to the objection (ſays he, p. 25.) 
e about Chriſt's not being liable to this 
«* ALE or curſe, becauſe he 

« every thing he promiſed, or ſwore to do, 
« ſuch . ( 
« with 


I 4vsT not however totally paſs over a 
which the author of the 


was made for his brethren, or from the 


curſe for his 


« was one of the things he ſwore to per- 
« form, and therefore let little cavillers 
« draw the conclufion.” 
Bur there is no other concluſion to be 
drawn from it, than that he was made a 
curſe for his brethren according to his oath, 
and ſo could not be liable to the curſe 
which is upon the breach of an 
oath. And this clears up nothing in the 
preſent queſtion, viz. Whether his title 
MR is taken from the ALE or curſe he 


ALE oroath by which he ſwore to take 
their curſe upon himſelf. 
A anſwer to this would have ſhewn us, 
in what ſenſe this learned Author interprets 
 Ekab in its ation to the Second 
Perſon ; whereas all that can be gather d 
from the conciſe and indiſtin& reply he has 
given in the words above, is, that he takes 
t in a compound ſenſe of two ſenſes of 
TOR join d „and to fignify, one 
ne 
Ir this was his meaning, I anſwer to it 


W 


* Hz 
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Hz was not Blah on account of his 
having ſworn or bound himſelf under a con- 
ditional execration, for in this ſenſe it could 
not be his peculiar title, all the three Per- 
ſons being faid to have fworn, and to have 
bound themſelves in the fame manner to 


=_ their reſpective parts in the cove- 


38 execrated, from 
the breach of his oath; in this all are 


being made a curſe for his brethren ; becauſe 


ALE is never uſed for a vicarious execra- 


tion, and becauſe the Hebrew word for his 


being made a curſe for his brethren, and 
to which St Paul refers for that expreſſion, | 
18 And altho' the taking upon him 
{elf our curſe might be in conſequence of 
his oath, or might, as this Author fays, 
be one of the things which be fwore to per- 
form, yet the ſubject mater of kis cath 
V12. to take upon him a conditional 
cannot juſtly be eſteemed the ground of 
the etymology of his title Elaab, any more 
chan the ſubject matter of the oath of the 
three Divine Perſons can be eſteemed the 
ground of the etymology of their common 

deno- 


| he ſhould be Bla from any coalition of 
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denomination Elabim, rather than the oath 


itſelf dy which they bound themſelves. 
Bu x if he was neither Ehab on account 


of his having ſworn, nor on account of his 
being made a curſe for his brethren, how 


theſe two ſenſes, L muſt leave to the Au- 
thor himſelf to explain. 

Ir they who read and without 

NAA 
and reaſon in what ! have ſaid upon this 
article, I ſhall not be ſollicitous about the 
conclufions that Cawllers, whether little or 

may draw from it. 

Mx Bate had faid, (p. 55. Scrip. Man. 
of Aim) that ** in order to find out the 
« meaning of Aloah, we were to look for 
an du, which is conſequent upon the 

te breach of an oath, and yet Chriſt was 
not named MIR from the breach of 
one. 

Ta1s ſeems ſtrange ; but not ſo ſtrange 
as the word which the Author of the 
Chriſtian Plan has found to anſwer this pur- 
poſe, which is 00d. It is a word 
* (fays he) for that fort of curſe which is 
( ſuppoſed to be the effect of imprecation 

Luſed in the oath ALE, by which it is 

Fs P 2 | e ſpe- 
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* are told, comes from hp, which is thus 
te leviart, vel pondere, vel honore, vel exiſti- 
e matione, & opponitur verbo 125.” Chri- 
fian Plan, p. 29. 
AND the application of this obſervation 
to cube, Chriſt, will be found, Bid. 
" He engaged to ſuffer the Divine 
e wrath, and-——upon the croſs to empty 
e bumſelf of all bis glory, by which, and 
* his long courſe. of ſufferings, he fully 
cc explain d the meaning of the word 
« KaLaL, and the original intention and 
te primary defign'd application of it. He | 
* became of no reputation, was deſpiſed and 
« rejected of men, &c.—— The word E- 
laab, therefore, which ſo frequently oc- 
* curs inthe SS. and is render'd God, moſt 
e properly and eminently deſcribes this 
* Sufferer, ſuppoſing it to be the partici- 
« ple paſſive of the verb d hx. 
Tux learned Author, I prefume, doth 
not expect any great regard ſhould be paid 
to this kind of reaſoning, ſince he is fo in- 
genuous as to repreſent the relation of di 


to ALE, and the relation of Elah to 1% | 
, 


1.2131 
as ſuppofitions only, from which nothing cer- 
nincanbededuced. Or if the ſaid ſuppoſtrons 
were both allowed him, viz. that 155 
(is not ſuppoſed to be, but) really fignifies 
the effect of imprecation uſed in the oath 
ALE, and thereby ſpecially diſtinguiſhed 
from it; and that Ehab is (not merely ſup- 
poſed to be) the participle paſſive of the . 
verb dhe; yet is not his inference juſt, 
that Ehab therefore mqſt properly and emi- 
nently deſeribes @ ſufferer under the rh, 
which is ſo eſpecially diſtinguiſd d from the 
ALE. A reafon might have been taken 
from hence for his being called Th, had 


that been his title: But no reaſon appears 


from hence, why he ſhould be called E- 
bab, and by way of diſtinction too from 
the other Divine W who were all in- 
volved in an ALE, tho the parts they 
were to perform in conſequence of it were 
very different. And as all the other titles 
given to Chriſt in the Old Teſtament, ſuch 
particularly as diſtinguiſh him moſt from 
the other two Divine Perſons, as yen, 
and P13, and 12a "xD, &c. are from 
the offices which he undertook, and ſo 
muſt be ſuppoſed equally conſequent upon 
his ALE, with the curſe he ſubmitted to 

F 3 = 


I 
for man, there is the greater reaſon to pre- 
fame, that if he had any title given him 
from the curſe he undertook to bear for 
man, it would have been taken from 5p 
or Yu, and not from a word expreſſive of 
the common of all the three 
Perſons for the Redemption of Mankind. 

I Do nat ſee then that my objections are 
got over by any of the aforeſaid replies; 
_ notwithſtanding the — os 
have been uſed to obviate them in various 
ways. And I muſt now refer it to my Rea- 
der to 2 whether they can 

gat over upon Mr H's and Mr C's con- 
nen againſt which 
alone my exceptions were made. 


SECT. 


SECT. IX. 


Y Opponents have made objections, 
in their turn, againſt the | 
of the derivation of Elab (which I had 
mentioned as ſpeciaus) from Alab with the 
unchangeable 7. No exception indeed lies 
that Alab, becauſe it is as ſo as 
1124 is the participle paſſive of 721. But 
they except againſt the conſtruction of it by 
colendus, or at leaſt againſt the conſtruction 
of Elobim by culti, or colendi. 
Tuus Mr Moody, when he ſpeaks of 
the Doctor s Arabic, or Al-koramſh deri- 
vation of Aleim, p. 89. Suppoſe now 
* (fays he) Aleim to be derived from the 
e Arabic Ale, to worſhip religiouſly ; it 
< muſt fignify the wor ſbippers religiaufly : It 
cannot fignify to be worfhipped.'——Flis 
reaſon for this follows, viz. © Ale the 
n 22 
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cultor. Aletm plural, muſt be cultores. That 
is, he ſuppoſes a noun of the ſame letters 
with the verb in the perfect tenſe, cannot 
be underſtood in a paſſive ſenſe. But what 
then ſhall be faid to ſuch inſtances as fol- 
low? e the verb, is formavit; ' the 
noun fingular, is formatum, figmentum. Jy 
effudit, Du effuſum. hre mifit, now miſfile. 

Ah ſcripſit, M ſcriptum, ſcriptura, &c. 
Bur he acknowledges © Alue the par- 
e ticiple paſſive, may be cultus worſhipped ; 
e but Aleim (he ſays) can be nothing but 
* worſhrppers :” Whereas one might rea- 
ſonably infer, that the plural of Aue might 
ſignify worſhipped too. 
Bur, as I take it, here is a in 
his way of writing Aleim, much of the 
fame ſort with that mentioned by Mr H. 
„ why Mr C. writ and founded Elabim 
with an a.” That is, he drops the van 
in writing the plural in modern letters, and 
then tells us that Aleim not being wrote 
five, and cannot fignify cult; or colendi. 
Juſt as Mr C. by writing Elabim with an a, 
endeavour d to extinguiſh the vowel vau in 
the pronunciation of Elabim, and to prove 
trom thence, that no van was ſuppreſſed 


1271 

in writing y, and that it is not, and 
cannot be the regular plural of uh. But 
RN 
all ſuch inferences. 

In Ad, in p. 71. of the Diſertations, 
given the fenſe of Elab from Alab, with 
the immutable 7 in theſe. words: The 
Being that ought only to be adored.” 

Mx Bate in his anſwer, p. 86. acquaints 
me that © c ye is not paſſive, adored is: 
« And only cannot be in the 
« verb. And he alſo that I 
have not conßdered the anſwers that were 
given to Mr Bedford on this article. 
Bur I AH e has ice 66 
might ſuffice for an anſwer to what had 
been objected to Mr B's derivation, I be- 
lieve I have ſaid as much nc as may be 
ſufficient for that Yet I ſhall give 


a diſtinct anſwer to this, and another ob- 


jection of Mr Bate's, and juſtify therein 
the 


of my own that 
Ehah may ſignify a Being to be adored. 
Do The and he (ſays Mr Bate, Ex- 
| aminer Examin'd, p. 14.) imply a future 
in them, o be. worſhipped ?” But he gives 
no other reaſon why they may not imply 
2 future in them, fave that © he does 


not 
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* not know of any participle in Hebrew, 
« like the participle in dus in Latin; and 
« that the var in the third order doth not 
« admit of any ſuch conſtruction.” p. 14, 
And be refers in the fame page to Mr Hs 
Remarks, p. 37, Sc. and particularly 
to p. 71 and 72. for further ſatisfaction in 


- this q and in further ſupport of the 
diſtinction between 79x and MON. 


Luer if we turn to the pages referr'd to, 
there we find Elab, according to Mr H's 
own expoſition of it, :plying a future. For 
on that text of Jaiab which Mr C. had ren- 
der d Whois Ekab, (execrated) be- 

« fides Jebovab? (Ia. xliv. 8.) Mr H. 
r us arharvrg ery that * the text 
i -I execrated befide Jebovab? For 
* Jaiab was written, he was not 
actually execrated. There is no tenſe: 
*© This reacheth from the Fall of Man to 
* the fact. No other was, or was deter- 
* mined fo be execrated, but that perſon in 
_ © the fleſh, Sc. p. 72. Or, as he ex- 
preſſes it a little before So from the 
* time "man fell till the oath was per- 
formed, he was firſt obliged abſolutely 
5 22 
execrated. Did. 


HERE 


W 
Bates queſtion i 
n — 
— according to this account, oth, 
oughout the whole Old Teſtament (that 
is, in every inſtance of its uſage) imply 
EN Nay, Ms Rate 
—— 8 Examin d, p. 25. 
1 wy 
oY called 19x, becauſe, as 1 
n. 
N r man could not do for 
ei. His title Elogh therefore, ace = 
1 1 2 
lates to a future tranſaction. And = 


ſhould Mr Bate blame his adverſary for 


giving a conſtruction to a participle patiive, 
like 
n 
on when both he and Mr H. give the 
conſtruction to what they to 


be a 
Wi: r paſſive of their Mab . 
Bu x, as I take it, neither | 
n 
bo hop in Latin words ending in dh, 
goa thereby to denote 4 future exclu- 
paſt or preſent, but gave them 
proper terms « coder engeative of ths 
2 He- 


to the true 
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_ Original.-——Not in the ſenſe 
of cultus, worſhipped, as Mr Bate and 
Mr Moody put it, as if it anſwered to their 
execrated ; bot as Mr Holloway takes their 


meaning 
randum, « whk# the fine. ante 


veneravile. The correſponding words to 
which from execror, if applied to Ekeh, 
ate fuch as will not bear mentioning on thi : 
occaſion. 

* Mr Rare, p. 86. excepts againſt my ex- 
Ni that ought only to be 
adored. - I meant it in the ſenſe of Zi6ar©- 
vieneratiane & adoratione dignus, in the ſenſe 
- that Mr takes the conſtruction, 2 
Being that is adorable, or ſimply, the Ado- 
rable as we ſtile him in the Engh/b, the 
Almighty, or in French,  Eternel. And 
altho' any cannot be compriſed, as he ſays, 
in the verb, yet 
rig Sage Fog participle in its application 
object of worſhip, which is only 
One (in eſſenee) W to the texts in 
Naiab and Pſalms. ——* Is there Elaab be- 
. 
„% hovah ?” Ja. xliv. 8. and Pſal. xviii. 
.. CAN theſe paſſages e e 
8 or indeed with any pro- 
priety 


one —numen vene- 


it cannot be excluded from 
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priety and truth, nates. My ones anne 
ſtruction of Elbab—viz. Is. 
crated beſides Jehovah? 

HE attempts indeed to faſten a like dif- 
ficulty on Mr Begford's conſtruction 
« Is there any 7 & Object worſhipped be- 
« fides me? This (ſays he) would 
te imply a very notorious falſhood,” Exam. 
Examin d, p. 13. But if he will be 
pleaſed to put it, as Mr Bedford did, The 
Being rehigiouſly to be worſhipped, colendus, 
he will find that there is no impropriety in 
it. 


HE ſays, he doth not know of any 
rr 
e dus in Latin. Exam. Examin d, p 
Yet he has given ws an lnflence of this ew: 
ſelf in his Scrip. meaning of Aleim, &c. 
p. 112. in WH, Lev. xiv. which he ren- 
ders by bim that was to be cleanſed. And 
fo Pagnin in his Lexicon—* icipi 
2 xiv. 7. Et ſtillare faciat ſuper 

« 1571 mundatum, i. e. mundandum, 

e aut eum qui mundari debet. Et ca- 
© piet D pro mundando duos paſſeres 
cc yivos.” 

Tuus alſo & nn in Niphal Renan, is fi- 
mendus as well as ferribilis: and is fo ren- 


der'd 
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der'd in the Lexicons. Tw. d is Det 
farmidandus, as the ny verfion 


gives it: Nor is our own verſion 1 
viz. Pf. Kxxix. 8. God is to be 


feared in the aſſembly of the Saints, and to 
be bad in reverence of all about him. 
8 LO Sage inftance of this kind is 
ni. 3. laudabilis, laudandus, 
lr 
Bur © the van, he fays, in the third 
* order, doth not admit of any fuch con- 
* ſtrution.” But why doth not a paſſive 
participle with vau admit of it, as well as a 
paſſive participle without van? And what 
then ſhall we fay to MM ſpoken of the 
King's daughter, Pf. xIv. 14. She is Alt 
glorious, caches, bonorabiis honoranda. 1 
think all interpreters agree this is in parti- 
Ax p as for the Engliþ phraſes, which 
Mr Bate excepts againſt, viz. io be wor- 
ſhipped, to be adored, as implying a future 
in them, they ſignify no more, according 
to the uſage of the language, than worthy 
of worſhip, and having claim to adoration. 
Bu r Mr Holloway has taken the moſt 
pains of all my opponents to ſhew how very 
zmprobable that derivation is, which I have 
| called 


that it had not its 
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called a ſpecious one. And in his fourth 
Remark, from p. 16 to p. 25. 
de has drawn together all his forces to ex- 

my ſuggeſtion, and to ſhew that A- 
22 
1s firſt reaſon from the table, vez. 
that one ſipping below, cannot poſſibly 


« trouble the water which another drinks 


higher up the ſtream, hath certainly no 
buſineſs here: Becauſe it hath never been 
ſuggeſted or fuppoſed, by thoſe who have 
eſpouſed this derivation, that he to ur- 
ſhip, is not originally 2 Hebrew word, or 
once in a purer 
ſtream than that in which it is now 
found. And tho? it is now to be met with 
only in the troubled waters, being ſought 
higheſt up the ſtream, muſt we therefore 
reject it merely becauſe we difcover it in a 
mixture, and do not receive it uy its native 
purity ? 2 y 
His next reafon is, Becauſe the ideas 
of roots muſt be ſuitable to their ſubjects, 
Er. The objects of worſhip to the peo- 
ple calf d Arabs, till the time of Mabum- 
« med, were the Sun, the Horned: Moon, 
and even the Serpent. Theſe were their 

| « - 
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« aderables. Neither could any Arab in 
<« thoſe days have any notion of any adra- 
<« ble Being, higher than theſe dead agents 
<« and idols.” 

Bur might not their verb 75+ ts adore, 
be nevertheleſs an Hebrew word, and ap- 


kinds of idols among the Heathen, which 

are yet not Elabim? Is the idea therefore 
of fearing render d unſuitable to the fub- 
ject to which he applies it, becauſe Afta- 
roth and Baal-zebub were called Elabim ? 
Bur (ſays Mr 1 
third argument) © he mere - fipnification 
« of the Arabic Alaha, to adore, is proof 
< that this could not furniſh a root for the 
« Flebrew name Elabhim; for God could 
<« not be called God in conſequence of this 
* that he was worſbrpped, or was to be wor- 
« ſhipped by men, but he was, on the con- 
eren men in conſe- 
* quence of his being God, and of his 


* count.” A 
80 


! 


n 
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So that, according to this reaſoning, up- 


on whatſoever account he was called God, 
whether from his having fwsern, of from 
any other reaſon, provided he was not cal- 
ke} fo from being adorodt, he might, in 
conſequence of ſuch | „ be wor- 
ſhipped. But if he took his name from 
worſhip, then he could have no title to the 
thing itſelf. Is not this pretty extraor- 
dinary ? Or is the fouk upd. yoaptiny of 
adorable, in its to the 
Being, deſtroyed by this argument ? 

No body would ſuppoſe that he was 
called God in conſequence of acts of ado- 
ration paid him ; 4 dy 
in bimſelf, RE ben hs, and 
truly called The Adorable. This, I think, 
fe ar Me ins ws of coating 

as Mr Halloway's 2 
it, viz. that he is Br 
conſequence of his having 
— Foy race ©.rp tr Rar 
JOS _—_ 
Br p- 1 On what account 
former this name were framed, * « ſtill it 
© muſt have been inherent in, and 

d to be attributed to, himſelf,” (I ſuppoſe 

* 


« he 1 3 or to 
3 of z#. e 
* order and fequence of the matter.” 


ere 
Toe 


attributed „ and 
—. yr Himſelf : Re ers. 
＋ — — mbgeuns ce It was 
as 
ere 4 
ne 
HFx ſays, = Mo 62 of win euch 
© Ta deno- 
1 it in, (ys r 
; pp —— 4 
4 ER cou act of an de- 
nominate him. 8 
ſole claim t 222 
men, that are, or ought to be, conſe- 


queue upon that Chim. 


WW 


Bur 


m—_— 4 


..._ 
- Bir God, as Mr Holloway concludes 
this article, having once to de- 
« clare or reveal himſelf by any of his 
« own, whether eſſential or perſonal names, 
te to us, as he pleaſed, it muſt from thence 
— that we ſhould fall down to wor- 

« ſhip and adore him.” p. 19. 

True; and this follows more clearly | 
fill, if he has revealed himſelf by a none 
that none is to be or 
zs worthy to be worſhipped, but himſelf. 
 - InDBED rue, thus ex doth 
not expreſs any of the grounds on which 
God is to be worſhipped, but it implies 
them all, A an dberboea ted 
them all. Whereas if h be in 
accurſed, and c νο]ν fwearers, only a par- 
tial idea of the Divine _— attributes, 
and relations to man, is ſuggeſted, and 
the other parts omitted, or at leaſt are not 
ſo naturally brought under confideration. 

His fourth argument is the ſame with 
his ſecond, but a little diverfified, viz. 
The root Alaba, to worſhip, being ap- 
« plied only by the Arabs before Mabum- 
* med to the Sun, Moon, Serpents, &c. 
c as it would have been to a beetle, or an 
. © onion, had they been their divine ob- 

Q 2 « jeQs, 


tive meaning. 
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rer 
„ Se, which i ceentaly 
— en 
2 he ſuppoſes the Arabs 4 

certainly hare cloſely followed, in _ 
— * he Mes 
= Sos ag” Wh Mr H 
Hebrew. . 


indeed 
der a. . 
did, may eaſily be — — 
appli Eh to have 
ble woths - yt ___ unſuita- | 
they had adopted from X h 
112 — 
imi- 


- hdr — ITS 
E= EEE: 
cc | | wo | ; 

te A 2 — 


miſ- 


» Nor 
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miſapplied inthe Arabic tongue. And rather 
than he will acknowledge the Arabic verb 
Dx to have been once Hebrew too, tho it 
correſponds by its immutable 7, its forma- 
tion, ſound, and ſenſe to a noun now in the 
Hebrew language, he chuſes to ſuppoſe it 
the corru of two Hebrew roots com- 
pounded, viz. 55ng89y ® : and then would 
argue from thence, that the idea of adora- 
bleneſs among the Arabians being different 
from our idea of worſhip, we very impro- 
perly cite this corrupted compound as a 
root for Elubim; nay, he infinu- 
ates, that to do ſo is a very great and abo- 
minable crime, p. 21. 


deration, that Mr Holloway is the firſt who 
hath aſſerted that moft undoubtedly it was 
a miſwritten word, or made by corrup- 
« tion of this mixture.” And even after 
this aſſertion of his, the crime, I preſume, 
will not be confeſſed, till he has given 
more convincing proofs that the cxtraor- 


„Tus 4rabiexs, whenever they mention God, file 
him XN Mx Deus altiffimus, from ROY Hltus fuit. 
Which title, acceding w Mr Hoibuayy's cqmalagy, would 
dr a manifeſt tamology. : 


Tux heinouſneſs of the crime will how- - 


I s0VLD not ſhut up what bs been 
. aid upon Elalim, without taking notice of 
ſome infinuations in Mr Moody's piece, and 
in the Chri/t:en Plan, that I am ing 
the proofs of the doctrine of the Trinity, 
fo far as they are taken from the Old Te- 
Mx Mach tells us, p. 78. that Mr H. 

has remarked of the apofiate Jews, that 
« their p conceſſions are more ma- 
„ lignant than their open evaſions. They 


2 ſays he, allow you the Trinity, if 


<« you will allow them to confound the 


meaning of che, and die, and ſuch 


* other words which are its ſtrongeſt evi- 
= Gn, ſo allow it upon falſe _— 
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« If Dr Sharp has given occaſion for an ill- 

« natur d application, I am forry for it, 
« make it who will, for I ſhall not. 

IA ſorry, in my turn, that any one 
of my Reverend Brethren ſhould carry his 

veneration for Mr Hs notions or ſayings, 

e 


of 758 and In, and ſuch other 
words? Or that to allow it upon other 
evidence, is to allow it upon falſe evi- 
dence? 


I cannoT think he will. And if be 


will not, to what end has he ſhewn his 
good nature, in declaring he will not make 
an ill natur'd apph of this o 
2 if I have given occaſion for it? 
 PrrxHAPS likewiſe I may be reputed, 
in the private of the Author of 
the Chrijtian Plan, one of thoſe by whom 
. 
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« are - termed the Whims and Errors of 
« Mr Hutchimſen.” p. $6.——If I have 
the misfortune to ſtand in his opinion in 
this light, I muſt beg leave to affure him, 
that I profeſs the Catholick Faith in the 
Trinity, as taught in the Creeds and firf 
Article of Religion of our own Church, be- 
lieving them to be perfectly agreeable to 
the word of God. In which faith I was 
F and eſtabliſhed without any aſ- 
ſiſtance from Mr H. And have retain'd it 
of his writings. And I wiſh it 
might be truly ad, en the other hand, 
ful of Mr H. are termed the 
fundamental doctrines of 
I Took the liberty, at the cloſe of my 
Appendix to the Diſſertations, p. 152. to 
give a ſhort but friendly hint to te De- 
fender of Mr H's Plan, to be cautious how 
fuch notions as he had done in p. 108, 


109. of that piece. But as he has 

fit, in this diſpute with me, to make à di- 
greſſion (he calls it fo himſelf) from his 
ſubject, in order to repeat thaſe heterodox 


_ tenets concerning „ | 
5 v 
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which had given the offence before, he' 
obliges me to repeat and preſs my advice 2 
little ſtronger, and to admonzſh him (yet as 
4 brather) that he would forbear to aſſert 
what is contrary to the doctrine of the Ca- 
tholick Church, or to fay any thing that 
may ſeem to border upon giving up any 
of the fundamental Articles of the Chri- 
ſtian Faith. He doth not indeed now 
treat the catholick ſtile of Eternal Genera- 
tion with that ſeverity and contempt that he 
did before, when he called it a fupid ſelf- 
 contradifting notion, which came from an 
apeftate Jew, Ge. r 
calmneſs and deliberation upon an argu- 
ment that r 
« Divinity, but the Humanity of Chriſt. 
« That Chrift, as man, was the Son, be- 
0 of God : And as he was the only 
« Man fo otten, he was the only be- 
« gotten : That no other Perſon was be- 
« potten, unleſs there could be more un- 
« begattens than one: That Chriſt, as 
* Man, was begotten, not made; that he 
may be faid to have been begotten before 
e the world, as the Grace of God is ſaid to 
« be given us in him before the world, or 
* he is faid to be the Lamb flain fru 

R Ale 


* 
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er the foundation of it. Scrip. Mean. of 
Aim, p. 51. 

To enter into any formal diſpute with 
Mr Bate, on what he hath thus 
thrown out, is beſide the preſent buſineſs. | 
Yet he muſt ſuffer me briefly to remind 
him of what is ſaid in the Creeds, (to which 
he hath ſubſcribed, and which he uſes in his 
public miniſtrations) touching this article. 
Tux word begotten is no otherwiſe uſed | 
in them, than with reſpect to Chriſt's Di- 
vine Nature, ſo far is it from being a term 
to his Humanity. In the Ni- 
cone Creed the any Jexwtten Lax is 
by his being begotten of the Father before all 
aſcribed to St At Ile is ſaid to be 
Cad of the ſubſtance of the Father, begotten 
before the worlds. And in the Creed, com- 
monly called the Apoſtles, where the ex- 
preſſions are not ſo full and explicit as in 
the others, any Son is nevertheleſs to be 
interpreted, if not altogether, yet ng emi- 
zently of Chriſt's Divinity, as has been 


® BULLI Jud. Ecel Cath. cap. V. and Def. Fid. Nic. 
Se. 2. By Pearfor on the article HIS ONLY SON. » 
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Ac Ax; it is ſaid in one of the Creeds 
that he was begotten not made, and in ano- 
ther, that he was not made, nor created, 
but begorten. Yet neither of theſe propo- 
fitions can ſtand, if they be applied, (a2 
| they are by our Author) to the 
Ahne. For Chriſt as Man, was made i 
woman, was Man of the ſubſtance of his M 
ther ; ne 
Nan, he was begotten, nat made. And to 
interpret the words of theſe Creed to mean, 
that Chriſt was begotten before the world only 
in the decree of the Father, or as the 
Grace of God is ſaid to be given us in him 
before the world, tho it be the Socinian way 
of evading the Catholic doctrine, yet it is as 
gnant to the Nicene Faith, as it would 
be to ſay that Chriſt, as Man, is very God 
very God ; or that he is, as Man, of one 
ſubſtance with the Father. Neither doth it 
follow, from Chriſt's being the only begot- 
ten Son of God, both as God, and as Man, 
that there are more Unbegottens than one, as 
Mr Bate apprehends : But what follows is 
this; that Chriſt, the only begotten Son of 
| God, is ſuch in more reſpects than one. 

THERE can be no need to run theſe 
lengths in ſetting forth and recommending 


Mr H's diſcoveries, or in defending 


more to forbear them. 
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what- 
ever is defenſible in his writings. Mr Bate 
is a paſtor of our Church, as well as a friend 
to Mr H's : And ſhould remem- 1 
ber his attachments to the doctrine and 4 
faith profeſſed in the Church of England, ſe 
as well as thoſe to his late Inſtructor and 
and Benefaftor. And as there doth not "iſ 
appear any fort of reaſon why he ſhould 


Intermix any of cheſe heterodox notions in 4 


of trove Milvew weeks, farin e bh 


